PRESIDENT’S LIST OF ARTICLES
WHICH MAY BE DESIGNATED

OR MODIFIED AS ELIGIBLE
ARTICLES FOR PURPOSES
OF THE U.S. GENERALIZED
SYSTEM OF PREFERENCES

Report to the President
on Investigation Nos.

TA-503(a)-20 and
332-290

USITC PUBLICATION 2289

JUNE 1990

United State/s International Trade Commission
Washington, DC 20436



UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION

COMMISSIONERS

Anne E. Brunsdale, Chairman
Ronald A. Cass, Vice Chairman
Alfred E. Eckes
Seeley G. Lodwick
David B. Rohr
Don E. Newquist

Office of Industries

Robert A. Rogowsky, Director

Project Manager
Dennis L. Rudy, Office of Industries

Deputy Project Manager
C. Lee Cook, Office of Industries

Industries Coordinators

C.B. Stahmer, Agriculture, Fisheries, and Forest Products Division; Robert L. Randall,
Energy and Chemicals Division; Ruben Moller, General Manufactures Division;

James J. Lukes, Minerals and Metals Division; Linda C. Shelton, Textiles, Leather
Products, and Apparel Division

Digest Authors

Stephen D. Burket, Roger L. Corey, Joan Gallagher, William A. Lipovsky,

Alvin Z. Macomber, Douglas Newman, Kelly Nunis, John G. Reeder, Rick Rhodes,
Frederick Ruggles, Vicki Salin, Rose M. Steller, Tom Westcot, Joan Williams, Agriculture,
Fisheries, and Forest Products Division; Eric Land, Elizabeth R. Nesbitt, Robert L. Randall,
Edward J. Taylor, Stephen Wanser, Energy and Chemicals Division; Eric S. Langer,

Carl F. Seastrum, General Manufactures Division; James Bedore, James M. Brandon,
Vincent DeSapio, Karen Laney-Cummings, James J. Lukes, David Lundy, Robert Mascola,
Deborah A. McNay, Charles Yost, Minerals and Metals Division; Marilyn C. Borsari,

J. Gail Burns, C. Lee Cook, Textiles, Leather Products, and Apparel Division

With Assistance From:
Gerald Berg, Kyle Johnson, Office of Economics
Zema Tucker, Office of Industries
Patricia Augustine, Paul Daniels, Office of Data Systems

Address all communications to
Kenneth R. Mason, Secretary to the Commission
United States International Trade Commission
Washington, DC 20436



CONTENTS

Introduction.00.0.....0........O'.O0.00.....Q...O.C....'.O'..'....
Presentation of probable economic effect advice......ccecvevcencss
Probable economic effect digest locator and overview.......cceeece.

Appendix A. U.S. Trade Representative request, received
March 2, 1990, for probable economic effect advice.......cec0...
Appendix B. U.S. International Trade Commission notice of ’
INVesStigation.veeeeseeceeeeeoecsessncocssossrsssosssssscarscnnes
Appendix C. List of witnesses appearing at the Commission
REAriNg..veieesoeseeeessecseccesconscssssscssssesscesssesscnssas
Appendix D. Types of trade shifts resulting from modification
Of GSP eligibility.eeeeeeeeeeeeeeocceccoccoccosscsosscnssnnssnss

Note.--This report is a declassified
version of the Confidential probable
effects advice report submitted to
the President on June 1, 1990.






INTRODUCTION

On March 1, 1990, in accordance with sections 131, 503, and 504 of
the Trade Act of 1974 and section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930, and
pursuant to the authority delegated to the United States Trade
Representative (USTR) by the President through Executive Order 11846, as
amended, the USTR requested advice (see appendix A) related to the U.S.
Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) as follows:

(1) pursuant to sections 131(a) and 503(a) of the Trade
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2151(b) and 2463(a)), advice with
respect to each article listed in part A of the Amnex to
the USTR request, as to the probable economic effect on
U.S. industries producing like or directly competitive
articles and on consumers of the elimination of U.S.
import duties under the GSP; :

(2) pursuant to section 332(g) of the Tariff Act of 1930
(19 U.s.C. 1332(g))--

(a) advice in accordance with section 504(c) (3) (A) (1)
of the Trade Act of 1974 as to the probable economic
effect on domestic industries producing like or
directly competitive articles and on consumers of
waiving the competitive need limits for Peru with
respect to the article in part B of the Annex to the
USTR request; and

(b) advice in accordance with section 504(d) of the
Trade Act of 1974, which exempts from one of the
competitive need limits in section 504(c) of the
Trade Act of 1974 articles for which no like or
directly competitive article was being produced in
the United States on January 3, 1985, with respect to
whether products like or directly competitive with
the articles in part A of the Annex to the USTR
request were being produced in the United States on
January 3, 1985,

In providing its advice under (1), the Commission assumed, as
requested by USTR, that the benefits of the GSP would not apply to
imports that would be excluded from receiving such benefits by virtue of
the competitive need limits specified in section 504(c) (1) of the Trade

Act of 1974.



In response to the USTR request, the Commission on March 16, 1990,
instituted investigation Nos. TA-503(a)-20 and 332-290 for the purpose
of obtaining, to the extent practicable, information for use in
connection with the preparation of advice requested by the USTR.

The Commission notice of investigation and hearing is contained in
appendix B.! A public hearing in connection with the investigation was
held in the Commission hearing room, 500 E Street SW., Washington, DC
20436, on April 17-18, 1990. All interested parties were afforded an
opportunity to appear by counsel or in person, to present information,
and to be heard. A list of witnesses appearing at the Commission
hearing is contained in appendix C.

! The following Federal Register notices were issued by the USTR and the
Commission related to investigation Nos. TA-503(a)-20 and 332-290:

Date Notice ' Subject
March 7, 1990 55 F.R. 8248 USTR notice of GSP
_ Special Review

March 28, 1990 55 F.R. 11449 Notice of ITC

investigation and
' hearing

April 11, 1990 55 F.R. 13675 ITC change of filing
deadline for written
submissions

April 17, 1990 55 F.R. 14378 Correction to the notice

of ITC investigation
and hearing



PRESENTATION OF PROBABLE ECONOMIC EFFECT ADVICE

In response to the USTR request for probable economic effect advice,
the Commission determined that an appropriate format for such an
analysis would be commodity digests, each digest dealing with the effect
of tariff modifications on a specific HTS subheading or on a group of
several closely related HTS subheadings. In the latter case, advice is
given both for the group as a whole and for each individual subheading.

To provide a factual basis for the Commission's advice, each digest

contains the following sections: i

I. Introduction

II. U.S. market profile
III. GSP import situation, 1989

IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers

V. Position of interested parties

VI. Summary of probable economic effects

... HTS/TSUSA concordance and tariff rates

... U.S. import/export tables

1. Introduction.—-This section provides basic information on the
item, including description and uses, rate of duty, and an indication of
whether there was U.S. production of the item on January 3, 1985.

II, U,S, market profile.——This section provides information on U.S.
producers, employment, shipments, exports, imports, consumption, import
market share, and capacity utilization. Where exact information is not
obtainable, the best available estimates are provided.

II1. GSP import situation, 1989.--This section provides 1989 U.S.
import data, including the world total and certain GSP country-specific
data. Individual GSP country data are provided for the top four GSP
suppliers during 1989 as well as for any additional GSP country proposed
for a "waiver." In this "special Andean review," import data are also
included for Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru in cases where these
countries were significant suppliers of the subject products in 1989.
Hong Kong, Korea, Taiwan, and Singapore are not classified as GSP
countries in this report. Although these countries were eligible for
GSP treatment during 1984-88, they were "graduated" on January 1, 1989,
and are no longer eligible for GSP benefits.

IV, Competitiveness profiles.--This section provides background
information on GSP supplier countries that are (1) the most significant
sources, (2) likely to emerge as significant suppliers as a result of
the GSP modification, and/or (3) affected by changes in eligibility as a



result of the modification. Background information is also included for
Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru in cases where these countries were
significant suppliers as determined in section III. Information is
provided on the level and significance of the country as a supplier, the
elasticities of supply and demand for imports from the country,? and the
price and quality of imports compared with U.S. and other foreign
products. :

V, Position of interested parties.--This section provides brief

summaries of written submissions and testimony from interested parties.
o e ic e .——This section provides

advice on the short-to-near-term (1-5 years, 1991-95) impact of the
proposed GSP-eligibility modifications in three areas: (1) U.S.
imports, (2) U.S. industry, and (3) U.S. consumers. The probable
economic effect advice, to a degree, integrates and summarizes the data
provided in sections I-V of the digests with particular emphasis on the
price sensitivity of import supply and demand. Thus, for example, if
the price elasticity of demand in the United States and the price
elasticity of supply in the exporting beneficiary country dre both
relatively high, elimination of even a moderate-level tariff suggests
the possibility of large import increases from the beneficiary country.
Appendix D provides a brief textual and graphic presentation of the
types of trade shifts that can result from modification of GSP
eligibility for the case where the domestic product and imports from all
countries are perfect substitutes. For the products in this report, it
is not possible to measure such trade shifts precisely. '

It should be noted that the probable economic effect advice with
respect to changes in import levels is presented in terms of the degree
to which GSP modifications will affect U.S. trade levels with the world.
Consequently, although U.S. imports of a particular product from GSP
beneficiaries may change significantly, if GSP beneficiaries supply a
very small share of total U.S. imports of that product or if imports
from beneficiaries readily substitute for imports from developed
countries, the overall effect on U.S. imports could be minimal.

2 Price elasticity is a measure of the changes in quantity that are
brought about as a result of changes in price. The guidelines used for
both supply and demand are as follows: The elasticity is low when the
percentage change in quantity is less than the percentage change in
price; moderate when it is between 1 and 2 times the percentage change
in price; and, high when it is greater than 2 times the percentage
change in price. It should be noted that the elasticity levels ("low,
moderate, and high") are only estimates, and are not based on empirical
research on the various products under consideration.



The digests contain a coded summary of the probable economic effect
advice. The coding scheme is shown below:

FOR "ADDITION" AND "WAIVER" DIGESTS:

Level of total U.S. imports:

Code A:
Code B:
Code C:
Code N:

Impact on

Code A:
Code B:

Code C:

Code N:

Little or no increase (5 percent or less).
Moderate increase (6 to 15 percent).
Significant increase (over 15 percent).

No impact

the U.S. industry and employment:

Little or negligible adverse impact.

Significant adverse impact (significant proportion of
workers unemployed, declines in output and profit
levels, firms depart; effects on some segments of the
industry may be substantial if the adverse effect is
not felt industrywide). ‘

Substantial adverse impact (substantial unemployment,
widespread idling of productive facilities, substantial
declines in profit levels; effects felt by the entire
industry).

No impact.

Benefit derived by the U.S. consumer:?

Code A:

Code B:

Code C:

Code N:

The bulk of duty savings (greater than 75 percent) is
expected to be absorbed by the foreign suppliers. The
price U.S. consumers pay is not expected to fall
significantly (by less than 25 percent of the duty
reduction).

Duty savings are expected to benefit both the foreign
suppliers and the domestic consumer (neither one
receiving more than 75 percent of the savings).

The bulk of duty savings (greater than 75 percent) is
expected to benefit the U.S. consumer.

No impact. '

In using the probable economic effect advice, one should consider
several important factors. The HTS trade data for 1985-1988 used in the
investigation were developed by the Commission by converting official
TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export statistics to the HTS
format using Commission-developed concordances between the
TSUSA/Schedule B systems and the HTS. As a general observation, data
that are developed under one system and subsequently translated and
presented in another should be viewed with some caution. Such caution

3 The "U.S. consumer"” may be a firm/person receiving an intermediate
good for further processing or an end user in case of a final good.



is recommended in this investigation because of fundamental differences
in structure and classification concepts between the HTS and the
TSUSA/Schedule B. Although the Commission believes that it has solved
the great majority of the technical problems in converting trade data
from one format to another, basic differences between the two systems
make precise conversion of data impossible in many instances.

Further, confidence in available data and data estimates often
varies by product and by type of information. To give the report user
some indication of the degree of confidence in data provided in the
digests, the Commission uses the following coding system. -

No code = Response based on complete or almost complete
information/data adequate for a high degree of
confidence.

* = Based on partial information/data adequate for
estimation with a moderately high degree of confidence
(e.g., *5, *X).

Based on limited information/data adequate for
estimation with a moderate degree of confidence (e.g.,
**5) .

(}) = Not available.

*%

The probable economic effect advice for U.S. imports and the
domestic industry are estimates of what is expected in the future with
the proposed change in GSP eligibility compared to what is expected
without it. That is, the estimated effects are independent of and in
addition to any changes that will otherwise occur. Although a number of
factors, such as exchange rate changes, relative inflation rates, and
relative rates of economic growth could have a significant effect on
imports, these other factors are not within the scope of the USTR
request. :



Probable Economic Effect Digest Locator and Overview

Note.--In this report, the digests follow the sequential order of the
first HTS subheading, listed in pages 9 to 12. This listing provides
the following information on the individual digests: a digest title,
the petitioning country(ies), probable economic effect codes, col. 1

rate of duty or AVE, existence of U.S. production on January 3, 1985,
and the assigned Commission trade analyst.
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DIGEST NO. 0304.10.20(pt)

HAKE FILLETS



Digest No.
0304.10.20(pt)

Hake Fillets!

1. Introduction

Hake fillets: Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) subheadings for digest products; U.S. col. 1 rate of

duty as of Jan. 1, 1990; U.S. production status as of Jan. 3, 1985; and probable effects on U.S.
imports and production.

Article Probable
Col. 1 produced in effects
rate of the United on U.S.
HTS duty States on - imports/
subheadings Short description (1/1/90) Jan. 3, 1985? production
Percent
ad valorem
0304.10.20(pt) Fresh or chilled hake fillets 1% AVE Yes [***]
0304.20.40(pt) Frozen hake fillets 1% AVE Yes [***]

Description and uses.—Hake is a member of the cod family of finfish, related to cod, haddock,
and other commercially important food fishes. It is most commonly consumed as cooked fillets,
either at home or in restaurants. Almost all species of hake are found in the Atlantic Ocean, hence
the U.S. industry is located along the coasts of New England and the Mid Atlantic States.

II. U.S. market profile
Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1985-891

Percentage

change,

1988_over
Item 1985 1986 1987 1988 19852 1989
Producers (number)......cccvevneereenncnnns 500 500 500 . 500 0 500
Employment (1,000 employees)........... oo 5 5 5 5 0 5
Shipments (1,000 dollars)...... Ceeereccrnaan 1,668 2,833 4,104 3,041 22 *3,500
Exports (1,000 dollars)......ceevuvnnnnnnn. 241 455 533 774 48 1,105
Imports (1,000 dollars)...ccovvvvreenennnnn 19,010 20,536 28,503 21,556 4 21,852
Consumption (1,000 dotlars)........covvenn. 20,437 22,914 32,074 23,823 5 *24, 247
Import to consumption ratio (percent)...... 93 90 89 90 -1 *90
Capacity utilization (percent)............. 75 75 75 75 0 75

lTrade data for 1985-1988 were converted from the TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export
statistics to the HTS. Because of the fundamental difference between the HTS classification system
and the TSUSA/Schedule B, trade data for 1985-1988 may not be directly comparable with HTS trade
ata for 1989.

This figure represents the average annual rate of change during 1985-1988.

Comment.—Hake are harvested in U.S. waters by approximately 450 fishing vessels, employing
about 4,000 crewmembers. The harvested hake are processed into fillets in about 50 on-shore fish
processing plants, employing about 1,000 persons. Both the fishing vessels and processing plants
produce fish products other than hake, which accounts for a small share of the total value of their
output. The main competitive advantages held by U.S. producers over foreign competitors are
transportation costs, which is an important advantage in marketing fresh hake, a highly perishable

product. On price, quality, and other competitive factors, U.S. producers are equally competitive
with foreign suppliers.

lthis digest includes the following HTS subheadings: 0304.10.20(pt) and 0304.20.40(pt).
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0304.10.20(pt)
I11. GSP import situation, 1989
U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1989
Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item _Imports imports ___imports consumption
1,000
dollars
TOtAl. w ettt e et eaeaananns 21,852 ' 100 - *90
Imports fui'om GSP countries: 2 . 2
=1 <- 1 Sl 3 () 100 (*%)
MEXTCO. v eeenneeaaeens 3 ) 100 (*2)

* There were no imports from the Andean countries (Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru) in 1989.

Less than 0.1 percent.

IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP shggliers

Competitiveness indicators for Mexico for all digest products

Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, L2 2 17
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X No ____
what is the pr1ce elasticity of U.S. demand?.......cvvveeernnnnnenn. High _X Moderate __ Low ___
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in
L83 T 3o o - Yes _X_ No ___
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
United SEateS?. . ittt iiiieeititiettenanennnnnnnnneenaeannnns sesanaee Yes ___ No _X_
Could exports from the country be readily redlstnbuted among
its foreign export Markets?..........uiiiiuiiiiiiiiniiiiiieiieneenarenrennnenans Yes __ No _X_
What is the price elast1c1ty of import supply?...ccvvviiiiinnnnnnn.. High Moderate _X Low ___
Price level compared with—
U.S. ProdUCES . i iietittiietttteneteeeneneneeeneseeencaoannanns Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below ___
Other foreign products.......cccivvviinnnnnnnnnnnnnn. Ceeeeenen Above ___ Equivalent _X Below ___
Quality compared with— i
U.S. ProduCtS. . e evriinerenenenneennnennnnnnnns e eereenearaen Above ____ Equivalent _X _Below
Other foreign products......covviiiiriininiinnnnennnnn eeeeenen Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below

Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products

Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989..... Cetraeeeanan tetereeereraneaans n/a
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X No ___
What- is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?........ccvvvveeeennnn.. High _X_Moderate ___ Low ___
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
TN the ShOrt BermM?. ettt ittt ettt iiiiit ittt teeeenreeenseaeeeeeeeannnnnnns Yes X No ___
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
0D = R - ) - Yes ___ No _X_
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export 11T - Yes ___ No _X
What is the price elasticity of import supply?......cvvevevvvrnnnn.. High __ Moderate _X Low ___
Price level compared with—
U S, PrOdUCES. et tititiiiiiiti i et ittt eeenannnnnnnnnnns Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
Other foreign products......ccocviiieneiiiiiiriinneennnnnnnnnns Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
Quality compared with—
LU T o oo ¥ T3 = Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
Other foreign products. . ....c.ieiiiiinniiiniiieiireneennnnnnns Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
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0304.10.20(pt)

V. Position of interested parties

~ Petitioner.--The Petitioner, the Foreign Trade Institute of Peru, requests duty-free treatment
of U.S. imports of hake fillets from Peru. The petitioner states that such products received duty-

free treatment under the TSUS, and that such imports were classified under TSUS items 110.1593 and
110.1597, both with a zero duty.

The petitioner states that one of the beneficiaries of GSP status of the subject imports would
be Mexico (the only current GSP supplier); Venezuela (which does not currently export the subject
product to the U.S. market) "is also expected to boost ‘its exports" of the subject product.

The petitioner states that duty-free treatment of the subject imports would enable Peru to
expand production, enabling Peruvian processors to offer "higher wages and salaries and a decrease
in the underemployed labor in plant.” At the same time, the petitioner states that such duty-free

treatment would enable processors to convert from “manual" processing to the “vacuum" system of
automated processing.
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[Probable economic effect advice deleted]
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HTS/TSUSA concordance and col.1 rates of duty, 1985-89

(Percent ad valorem)

HTS TSUSA item No. TSUSA/HTS col. 1 rate of duty

subheadings (and allocation) 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

0304.10.20 - - - - 1.0
110.52.65 (25%) - - - 1.1 -
110.55.65 (25%) 1.5 1.3 1.0 - -

0304.20.40 - - - ‘ - 1.0
110.52.70 (25%) - - - 1.2 -
110.55.70 (25%) 1.6 1.4 1.2 - -




Digest No.
Table I. 03041020 (pt)

Digest Title: Hake fillets
U.S. imports for consumption, principal sources, 1985-89

Source 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada...cceoeeees 9,782 11,683 15,673 12,804 13,301
Iceland.....ccccoee 5,579 5,637 7,384 5,592 5,942
Faroe Islands.... 0 o 0 1,051 - 883
NOTWAY ccceevennnn 736 566 1,213 947 702
DenmarK....cccoeee 1,931 1,562 2,277 466 364
KOrea..coeeoeoens 221 356 1,024 318 255
United Kingdom... 278 302 484 171 216
Chinad...cceeecces 5 0 0 45 67
St Pierre & Miq.. 120 113 137 31 57
New Zealand...... 9 16 5 2 13
JaPAN.cceeccccnns 186 176 170 43 11
Netherlands...... 69 50 %8 5 » 10
Finland.....ccc0. 2 8 0 0 7
Portugal.......c.o p V4 3 18 )4 7
Spain....cceeeene 1 5 1 1 7
All other........ 92 62 67 81 9
Total.......... 19,010 20,536 28,503 21,586 21,852
GSP Total 2/.. 36 7 18 18 3
GSP+% 2/...... 257 360 1,063 342 258
Percent
Canada...cooocees 51.5 56.9 55.0 59.4 60.9
Iceland.......... 29.3 27.4 25.9 25.9 27.2
Faroe Islands.... .0 .0 .0 4.9 - 4.0
NOTWAY ceecscocescs 3.9 2.8 4.3 4.4 3.2
Denmark...ccccece 10.2 7.6 8.0 2.2 1.7
Korea..eoeeeosans 1.2 1.7 3.6 1.5 1.2
United Kingdom... 1.5 1.5 1.7 .8 1.0
China..coeeeecces Y .0 .0 .2 .3
St Pierre & Miq.. .6 .5 .5 .1 .3
New Zealand...... V4 .1 » Y4 Y .1
JaAPAN.cececccccns 1.0 .9 .6 .2 .1
Netherlands...... .4 .2 .2 Y/ p V4
Finland...ccccoee Y/ Y/ .0 .0 Y/
Portugal......... 4 p V4 .1 1/ p V4
Spain...ccccceeees p V4 V4 V4 Y Y
All other........ .5 .3 4 .4 V4
Total....ccveee 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
GSP Total 2/.. .2 1/ .1 21 ) V4
GSP+4 2/...... 1:¢ 1.8 3.7 1.6 1.2

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.

2/ These data include imports from Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
‘these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table II. 03041020 (pt)

Digest Title: Hake fillets
U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1985-89

Market 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

Value (1,000 dollars) -

JapaN.ceceeascess 92 364 390 586 301
France.....cee0.s 11 15 [ 11 258
Canada...oeeeeess 58 28 54 65 187
Malaysia......... )] /] 0 1/ 178
United Kingdom... 10 10 42 21 55
Bermuda.....co0. 15 2 4% 3 30
MexiCo.veeeeeenes 9 1 1 1 24
Bahamas....ccc0.. 1 V4 1/ 1/ 16
Taiwan.....cecc.. 1 1 2 3 13
Hong Kong..ceeoee 1/ 2 1 4 12
Norway...ceeeoeee 0 0 pv4 1 10
Cayman Is........ 1 1/ § %4 p V4 7
Denmark....cccc0e 1/ 4 1 6 [
Dominican Rep.... 1 )] L] 1/ 3
West Germany..... 8 1 5 3 2
All other........ 24 26 29 70 é
Total.......... 261 455 533 776 1,105
GSP Total 2/.. 35 5 7 7 263
GSP+4 2/.cc0ee 40 26 29 66 289
Percent
JapPaAN.ceeccccccns 38.3 80.0 73.1 75.8 27.2
France....cceeeee 4.7 3.4 .7 1.4 23.3
Canada..ceeeeecns 264.1 6.1 10.2 8.4 16.9
Malaysia......... .0 .0 .0 p 4 16.1
United Kingdom... 4.0 2.3 7.8 2.8 5.0
Bermuda....ccc00. 6.1 .5 .8 -4 2.7
Mexico...ccc0... 3.8 .2 .1 .2 2.2
Bahamas.......... .2 1/ p Y4 1/ 1.5
Taiwan...ceceeese N .3 .3 .3 1.2
Hong Kong...ecee p V4 .5 .3 .2 1.1
Norway......ccc0. .0 .0 pv4 .2 .9
Cayman Is........ .3 1/ 1/ 1/ .6
Denmark.....cco0 V4 .9 .1 .8 .4
Dominican Rep.... .3 .0 .0 . 74 .2
West Germany..... 3.2 .3 1.0 .4 .1
All other........ j¢.3 5.6 5.5 9.1 .6
Total.....coe0s 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 14.4 1.0 1.3 -9 23.8
GSP+4 2/.cc00 16.5 5.8 5.3 8.6 26,1

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.

2/ These data include exports to Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Crabmeat®

I. Introduction

Crabmeat: Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) subheadings for digest products; a short description;
U.S. col. 1 rates of duty as of Jan. 1, 1990; U.S. production status as of Jan. 3, 1985; and
probable effects on U.S. imports and production

Article Probable
Col. 1 produced in effects
rate of the United -on U.S.
HTS duty States on imports/
subheadings Short description (1/1/90) Jan. 3, 19857 production
Percent
ad_valorem
0306.14.20 Crabmeat, frozen 7.5 Yes [***]
0306.24.20 Crabmeat, not frozen 7.5 Yes [***]

1605.10.20 Crabmeat, in airtight containers 1" Yes [***]

Description and uses.——This digest covers frozen crabmeat (HTS item 0306.14.20), crabmeat,
other than frozen (HTS item 0306.24.20), and crabmeat in airtight containers (HTS item 1605.10.20).
The crabmeat classified in the first two HTS items may be fresh, chilled frozen, dried, salted, or
in brine, but not otherwise prepared or preserved. The crabmeat classified in the third HTS item is
in airtight containers, usually either canned or in vacuum-packed plastic. The crabmeat in airtight
containers may be prepared or preserved in any manner.

Virtually all crabmeat is cooked in order to be removed from the shell. There are numerous
species of crab throughout the world from which crabmeat is produced. Such species range from the
relatively small blue crab, such as those found in the warm waters of the Gulf of Mexico, South
Atlantic Ocean, and the Chesapeake Bay, to the relatively large king crab, found in the cold waters
of the North Pacific Ocean and the Bering Sea. Crabmeat is used as an ingredient in main courses of
meals as well as in soups, salads, and appetizers.

lthis digest includes the following HTS subheadings: 0306.14.20, 0306.24.20, and 1605.10.20.
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0306.14.20
I1I. U.S. market profile
Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1985-89*
Percentage
change,
. 198820ver
Item 1985 1986 1987 1988 1985 1989
Producers (number).......cceveveeeenennnnns **65 *%65 *%65 *KES KA *%65
Employment (1,000 employees)............... *%4,000 **4,000 **4,000 **4,000 **- *%4,000
Shipments (1,000 dollarg) .................. *160,224 *157,064 *175,517 *151,764 _*-2 **161,000
Exports (1,000 dollars)” .....ccvvvvnnnnnnne *%5 656 **24,697 **40,577 **18,754 **49 **50,391
Imports (1,000 dollars)....ccceeeeennennnnns 70,216 95,717 88,053 79,261 4 58,109
Consumption (1,000 dollars)......cceuvveenn. *%224 ,784**228,084**222,993%*212,271 **-2 **168,718
Import to consumption ratio (percent)...... *x31 *%42 **39 *%37  A%k§ **34
Capacity utilization (percent)............. **80 **80 **80 *%80 - **80

1rade data for 1985-1988 were converted from the TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export

statistics to the HTS. Because of the fundamental difference between the HTS classification system

and the TSUSA/Schedule B, trade data for 1985-1988 may not be directly comparable with HTS trade
ta for 1989. .

g?his figure represents the average annual rate of change during 1985-1988.

3gstimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

Comment.—The U.S. crabmeat industry generally comprises small-scale producers located near
crab harvesting areas. The major form of crabmeat produced in the United States is fresh, cooked
blue crabmeat, followed by fresh, cooked dungeness crabmeat and canned blue and dungeness crabmeat.
U.S. crabmeat producers possess certain competitive advantages vis-a-vis foreign competitors, mainly
in the market for fresh crabmeat. These advantages include proximity to crab-harvesting areas and
markets, superior quality with respect to freshness (as fresh crabmeat has a Limited shelf life),
and long-term supply relationships in the major marketing channel——the hotel and restaurant trade.
For the frozen and canned crabmeat market, the U.S. industry's competitive position is less
advantageous. This is the major reason for the primacy of fresh crabmeat in U.S. production.

A potential competitive weakness of U.S. producers of crabmeat vis—a-vis foreign producers
concerns resource limitations. U.S. crab resources are essentially fixed and are subject to annual
variations caused by exogenous factors, such as weather and biological cycles. In the event there
is a shortage of domestic supplies of crabs available for crabmeat production, foreign supplies of
crabmeat may increase to satisfy U.S. demand. In addition, the bulk of crab harvests in the United
States is consumed in shell, either live or frozen. This market competes for scarce crab resources
against the crabmeat sector, particularly in periods of short supplies. U.S. crabmeat production is
- seasonal, with the bulk of production occurring during late spring through early fall. Production
in GSP countries, particularly in the Andean group, is less seasonal and either may be shipped to
the U.S. market in a less variable manner than U.S. shipments or may be concentrated during the off
season for U.S. production. However, crab resources are essentially limited throughout the world
and are subject to the same exogenous factors as are U.S. resources. This fact may limit any
advantage held by foreign suppliers with regards to crab resources.
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0306.14.20
11I. GSP import situation, 1989
U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1989
Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports ___consumption
1,000
dollars
Totaleeeeeieeeeeeneonnnennnns 58,109 100 - **3Y
Imports from GSP countries: -

Totall oviiiiiiiiiiiiiinns 28,771 50 100 **{7
Thailand...coeeeeeeiennnnnneens 7,985 14 28 *%5
Malaysid...coeeveeieeennnnnnns 7,251 13 . 25 fadl
venezuela.......cocveeieennnnns 5,949 10 21 x4
MEeXICO. . cvernreennnnocearnannns 1,646 3 [ *xq

*Imports from Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, and Colombia were negligible in 1989.

Comment.—U.S. imports of crabmeat covered in this digest are subject to special duty
treatment. Imports from Israel are eligible for duty-free treatment under the United States-Israel
Free Trade Area Implementation Act of 1985. Imports from countries designated as beneficiary
countries for purposes of the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act are also eligible for duty-free
treatment. Imports from Canada, the leading foreign supplier, are subject to staged duty reductions
under the United States-Canada Free-Trade Agreement Implementation Act of 1988.
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0306.14.20
IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers
Competitiveness indicators for Thailand for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989.......ciiiiiiininenninnnananneens, 2
Price elasticity: -
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?................ Yes X No __
What is the pmce elasticity of U.S. demand?.........covveevennnnnns . High ___ Moderate X _ Low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the short term?. .. ..ottt iiiiiiiiiettereateaneresascesscceccsanssannsnans Yes ___ No X_
Does the country have significant export markets besides the .
UNited StateS?. . uueiuneeneeeerossosssecoescsosoassssssssossssssasosnssscsnssnans Yes X _ No __
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export MarketsS?. . ..ireieiieeinereenerereananaaecnacnsnsssocsssncncas Yes ___ No X_
What is the price elasticity of import supply?.......ccovvvenienann. High ___ Moderate X Llow __
Price level compared with—
U.S. ProdUCES. . cueeieeeerenrossseasecssesscasscsnsaassssnanansns Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below X_
Other foreign ProduCts. ....eveeieeeriietieenstasesscnannsnacaans Above ___ Equivalent X _ Below __
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProdUCES. . cvvreeiiereeneeeansesassocensnsssnsscssannnansncns Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below X _
Other foreign products........covvveunnnnnns Ceereseseeeteeaaaas Above ___ Equivalent X __ Below __
Competitiveness indicators for Malaysia for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989.......ciiiiiiiinieniinnnnnnennnnns 3
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X No __
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?..........cccvievvnnnntn High ___ Moderate X Llow ___
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in
the ShOort ermM?. .. iiciiiiiiitiiiieeioeseesonssosssosssassssssssssssncsassnsacass Yes ___ No X__
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
[0 R =T R - = Yes X No ___
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export markets?...........viueeriiiniaiiiiiiiniieiiteitnsienntenn. Yes ___ No X__
what is the price elasticity of lmport SUPPLY?. it iiiieiirenenennns High ___ Moderate X low ___
Price level compared with—
U.S. products.....ccoeevevnnnnnnn e eeeeseretetceteeeaatetaneaas Above ____ Equwalent __ Below X__
Other foreign products......ccovvveennns feeeeteetsecsantersannn Above ____ Equivalent X _ Below ___
Quality compared with— .
U.S. produCtsS..cuceeereeeeecsnesoccaacsnsannnane eterecas eeeans Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below X
Other foreign products......cviieireirreereersssnscsncssnconnnss Above ___ Equivalent X Below ___
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0306.14.20
Iv. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers—Continued
Competitiveness indicators for Venezuela for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989......... Cheeetereenetasteaseseannn 4
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?................ Yes X__ No __
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?........cccvviiiiiiennnn. High ___ Moderate X__ low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the short term?. .. ..iiuiiiiiiiiiieieeieeieeeereseacssossssanssnssacscssssnnsons Yes __ No X_
Does the country have significant export markets beSIdes the - ‘
United STAteS?...uuveeeenreenracensancancannons et erereeeaneeneareaaanan ceeeaeen Yes ___ No X_
Could exports from the country be readlly red!stmbuted among
its foreign export 11T ol Y 3 Yes ___ No X_
What is the price elasticity of import supply?.....ccivvieiiniennnnns High ___ Moderate ____ Low X_
Price level compared with—
U.S. ProduCtS..veeeerieerroerenesesencssscsanennas esrscsscannan Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below X_
Other foreign products..... et eeceseeeraetetectaentnetsrnetnsans Above ___ Equivalent X Below __
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProduCtsS. . cceieeiieienocecseeseccssnasassssanes ceetsienaann Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below X _
Other foreign products.........ccoeeeue Cerreenaaes Ceteeettecanane Above ____ Equivalent X__ Below __
Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989............. Ceeeaeesetsenatasenaen NA
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes ___ No X __
What is the prlce elasticity of U.S. demand?.......ccvvvievernnnnnns High ___ Moderate X __ Low
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the Short termM?. . .. iiieieeieeeeeeseeencsesoosassssssesnseoscscssosssasnsansas Yes __ No X__
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
United StatesS 2. it iiiietoneeeroeenseasesoscasssssssoctossassasscssnsansnns Yes X No ____
Could exports from the country be readily redlstnbuted among
its foreign export markets?...cooiveiiineinnennnns Ceteseeeetactecesasattescnnann Yes __ No X __
What is the price elast1c1ty of import supply?...... eeeersetiaseans High ___ Moderate X Llow _
Price level compared with—
U.S. ProdUCES. . ciiiiiiieiineeennencsencssasnsecsncesssnnasannns Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below X __
Other foreign products.......ccoveiiriinerenneernecncancasoanens Above ___ Equivalent X __ Below ___
Quality compared with— ‘
U.S. ProductsS..ciieeeeesnesecoasccesssessocenssnsnan teeeseenens Above ___ Equivalent ____ Below X
Other foreign products......cccoveveveeeceoeneenas Ceeesesaeennes Above ___ Equivalent X _ Below ____
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V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The petitioner for GSP treatment for the crabmeat covered in this digest is the
Government of Colombia, specifically the Instituto Colombiano de Comercio Exterior and the Fondo de
Promocion de Exportaciones, Banco de la Republica. These two agencies are responsible for GSP
petitions affecting Colombian trade in all products, including crabmeat. The petitioner states that
GSP treatment for crabmeat, specifically, will foster the growth of an infant industry for the
product, and, generally, will provide economic alternatives to the U.S.-Colombian drug trade, thus
promoting Colombian economic development and stability and contributing to the U.S. Government's war
on drugs.
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[Probable economic effect advice deleted.]



HTS/TSUSA concordance and col.1 rates of duty, 1985-89

HTS

i
0306.14.20
0306.24.20

1605.10.20

TSUSA item No.
i

114.1500 (90%)
114.1500 (10%)

114.2040 (100%)

Digest No.

0306.14.20
{Percent ad valorem)
1 1987 1968 1989
- - - - 7.5
7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 -
- - - - 7.5
7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 -
- - - - 1"
1 1 1" -
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Table I. 03061420
Digest Title: Crabmeat
U.S. imports for consumption, principal sources, 1985-89
Source - . ... 1985 : 1986_ - 1987 1988 1989
Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada...cccoveee 38,605 51,041 35,002 31,501 19,077
Thailand....co000 7,005 6,680 6,269 7,653 7,985
Malaysia....oeeen 5,036 5,110 . 6,508 5,570 - 7,251
Venezuela...cocee 5,339 7,338 3,478 2,681 5,949
Korea..ceeeooense 4,391 10,184 19,858 17,202 4,677
Chile.. coecovees 3,388 4,047 4,367 3,964 3,236
Japan..ccsccccccce 3,323 5,810 6,000 3,803 1,938
Chinaeeeevecansee = 607 852 ...1,834 2,693 1,888
MexicO.ceescccose 27 66 785 1,417 1,646
TUrkey..ooceevces o 0 0 277 1,237
Switzerland...... 4 (1] 171 282 1,183
Indonesia........ 0 54 . 0 56 879
Taiwan..ccocecces 1,730 2,067 1,804 534 290
Hong Kongeeeeooeo 0 525 617 675 282
Argentina........ 38 264 55 276 - 287
All other........ 725 1,679 1,324 678 334
Total..ccoeeeee _70,216 95,717 __ 88,053 79,261 ___ 58,109
GSP Total 2/.. 21,059 26,816 22,607 22,498 28,77
GSP+G 2/ cccves 27,328 37,999 __45,005 40,979 34,020
Percent
Canada..coevecsee 55.0 53.3 39.8 39.7 32.8
Thailand...ceceoee 10.0 7.0 7.1 9.7 13.7
Malaysia..eccccee 7.2 5.3 7.4 7.0 12.5
Venezuela...oceoe 7.6 7.7 4.0 3.6 10.2
) €7 - TR 6.3 10.6 22.6 21.7 8.0
Chile.cccoveeccse 4.8 4.2 4.9 5.0 5.6
Japan.ceececcessie 4.7 6.1 6.8 4.8 3.3
China.sceeeccocees .9 .9 2.1 3.4 3.2
Mexico.ccecccvons Y .1 .9 1.8 2.8
TurkeY .eceoeooocoss - .0 .0 .0 .3 2.1
Switzerland...... 1/ .0 .2 .4 2.0
Indonesia....cco. .0 .1 .0 .1 1.5
Taiwan...eeeeceee 2.5 2.2 2.0 .7 .5
Hong Kong.ceeoees .0 .5 .7 .9 .5
Argentina........ .1 .3 .1 .3 .4
All other........ 1.0 1.8 1.5 .9 .6
Total..oeeoeasns 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 30.0 25.9 25.7 28.4 49.5
GSP+G 2/...... 38.9 39.7 51.1 _51.7 58.5

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.
2/ These data include imports from Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. '
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0603.10.60

Fresh Cut Roses

I. Introduction

Fresh cut roses: Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) subheading for digest product; a short
description; U.S. col. 1 rate of duty as of Jan. 1, 1990; U.S. production status as of Jan. 3, 1985;
and probable effects on U.S. imports and production

Article Probable
-Col. 1 produced in effects
rate of the United - on U.S. .
HTS duty States on imports/
subheading Short description (1/1/90) Jan. 3, 19852  production
Percent
ad valorem
0603.10.60 Fresh cut roses 8 Yes [* * *]

Description and uses.—Roses are members of the Rosaceae family; at least 100 species and
thousands of varieties are known to exist. The three most commercially important types of these
relatively expensive flowers are the sweethearts, intermediates, and the hybrid teas. Cut roses are
used in wreaths and bouquets for ceremonial occasions and for general decorative purposes.

II. U.S. market profile
Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1985-891

Percentage
change,
1988 _over
Ltem 1985 1986 1987 1988 19852 1989
Producers (number)3........... *243 *228 *273 *260 *2 **260
Employment (1,000 employees).. *4 *4 *4 *4 *0 *4
Shipments (1,000 dollars)..... 151,321 151,204 182,779 182,853 7 **172,060
Exports (1,000 dollars)....... **900 **900  **1,000 **1,600 **21 - *%1,300
Imports (1,000 dollars)....... 42,375 46,431 48,168 62,755 14 75,312
Consumption (1,000 dollars)... **192,796 **196,735 **229,967 **244,028 **8 *%246,072
Import to consumption
ratio (percent)............. *x*22 *%24 **21 %26 *%6 | **3q
Capacity utilization
(PEFCENt) cvveeennneeeannanns “ “ “ * &) “y

lrrade data for 1985-1988 were converted from the TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export

~ statistics to the HTS. Because of the fundamental difference between the HTS classification system
and the TSUSA/Schedule B, trade data for 1985-1988 may not be directly comparable with HTS trade
gata for 1989.

This figure represents the average annual rate of change during 1985-1988.
Data are for hybrid tea rose growers only.
Data are not meaningful in an agricultural industry.

Note.—Shipment data for 1985 and 1986 can not be compared with 1987-89 because of a change in the
data base of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Comment.-oomestic shipments declined from a high of $183 million in 1987 and 1988 to an
estimated $173 million in 1989. There is no significant concentration of growers producing roses,
although California does account for the largest number of growers and production.

U.S. produced fresh cut roses enjoy certain qualitative advantages over most import varieties.
Domestic roses take up water better than the imported Visa variety and are less prone to bend or
break at the neck. The domestic rose also has an advantage over certain South America varieties in
that the flower head opens more widely, whereas the Visa rose generally remains closed. Some South
American growers, however, are planting new varieties that may improve the quality of their export
product.
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Domestic growers are better able to regulate the timing of their production to meet peak demand
periods by the way they pinch the rose plants as well as regulate the temperature and the overall
environment in the greenhouse. In comparison, some foreign growers, such as those in Colombia and
several other Latin American countries, do not have the ability to control the greenhouse
environment. .

Eastern U.S. growers, and to a lesser extent growers in California and Colorado, are able to
supply a majority of their customers' needs within 24 hours. This comparative advantage has allowed
U.S. growers to deliver and command a premium for the freshness of their roses. California and
Colorado growers are generally not able to compete on the basis of freshness outside of their local
area; instead, they must compete with foreign growers primarily on the basis of price.

Labor is a major cost item in the production of fresh cut roses. Domestic rose growers have a
labor cost disadvantage compared with Colombia, and other Latin American countries which have an

abundance of low cost labor. Labor costs for rose production- in Colombia is reported to average
about $5.00 to $6.00 per day compared with U.S. labor costs of over $6.00 per hour.

III. GSP import situation, 1989

U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1989

Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports consumption
1,000
dollars
Total.iviiiiiiinneeennnannns 75,312 100 - *%321
Imports from GSP countries:

Total.ieeiiinneennnennennnnns 72,267 96 100 29
Colombia....ccvvveiinnnnnnnnnns 56,416 75 78 23
MEXICO..iririneinnrearenennnn 7,186 10 10 3
Ecuador.....coiiveinennnnnnnnns 4,349 6 [ 2
Guatemala...........cecvvennnns 2,540 3 4 ;’

Other Andean countries>........ 130 ) % ()

lpata are for Bolivia and Peru.
2Less than 0.5 percent.

Comment.—U.S. imports of fresh cut roses from GSP eligible countries have increased steadily
during 1985-89 and have accounted for 95 to 96 percent of total imports during the period. Colombia
accounts for the butk of U.S. imports, however, Mexico, Ecuador, and Guatemala have been increasing
their share of the import market at the expense of Colombia. Colombia, the principal U.S. supplier,
is not eligible to receive benefits from GSP treatment because it exceeds the competitive need
criteria. i
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Iv. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers
Competitiveness indicators for Colombia for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989..... teeeeetsencearenenins ceevesees 1 -
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............. ... Yes ____ No _X
wWhat is the pr1ce elasticity of U.S. demand?........ccvvuvannnns ngh _Moderate ___ Low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the short term?.....c.oviiiriiiiiiirrnsecececrennesananas ceeescccsssessiasseas. YOS _ No _X
Does the country have signif lcant export markets besldes the
United States?...iiiiiiiiiiiieneerneresesensostocsacenannnns erieceeceaeieanaaas Yes ___ No _X
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export 11 T =) < Yes ___ No _X
what is the price elastlmty of nnport SUPPLY?. it i e, ngh X _Moderate ___ Low __
Price level compared with—
U.S. products...... Ceeeieiiiieieeaiaaaas ceeeaaee tecssesseess.. Above Equivalent ___ Below _X
Other foreign products.......cceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiennennss ceeaes . Above _L Equivalent ___ Below __
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProdUCES. . oviieieieneieneeeeassecsoossesacessasssconcsanns Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X
Other foreign products.......ccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiennnnnnnes . Above ___ Equivalent _X Below __
Competitiveness indicators for Mexico for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989.........ciiiiiriiiiiinriininnannnns 2
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X No ___
What is the pmce elasticity of U.S. demand?..........ccvinunenn .... High _X_Moderate __ Low ___
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in
the Short term?. .. .vuiiiiieriiiiiiiiiiiinneeieseeneancsascnsnsnanss ceetecenanans Yes ___ No _X_
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
United States?....c.ueeereeeeeererernsoanrnsesoncosonnenannenn cereenes eeeeae. Yes ___ No _X_
Could exports from the country be readily redlstrlbuted among
its foreign export markets?.....cceiiiiieiiiinnennnnanns feeiiecetesetansenaseann Yes ___ No _X_
What is the price elasticity of import supply? .......... tecreiecenann I-hgh X Moderate — low ___
Price level compared with—
U.S. products...ccoiiierieiiieneecncacnnes Cetesetieciiettanaean Above ____ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
Other foreign products. ceceenstenans Ceetieresesnsanen eeesess... Above ____ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
Quality compared with— .
U.S. ProduCES. ..c.veeieneeeeeeaceaennnacaseeeeacanans Ceeenenae Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
Other foreign products..........ceveveenn.. PN .. Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
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Iv. i file; SP_suppliers—Continued
Competitiveness indicators for Ecuador for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989.......... - T
Price elasticity: )
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?................ Yes _X_ No __
What is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?................ veeseanas High _X_ Moderate ___ Low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the short term?........ Geseesetetetcicsaarottecannnses Gecevecresteinasasanenan Yes __ No _X
Does the country have significant export markets besides the -
United States?......cuvueneneniiinnennnnnnnns ceeeen et eee ettt Yes __ No X
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed
its foreign export markets?................ Ceeeeeenenn Cereerens Ceeeeiesettriaanen Yes ___ No _X
What is the price elasticity of import supply?......... Ceeseesenaaaas igh _X Moderate ___ Low __
Price level compared with—
U.S. products........ Ceeetereeesieceseeteeannnn Ceteieraaeannnn ... Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X
Other foreign products.............. treena ceseecsaesiieiaeea.... Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X
Quality compared with—
U.S. products............ Ceeeeesses Ceeeiesennas teseescesiees.... Above __ Equivalent ___ Below _X
Other foreign Products........vvveveeerieeeenereenssncennnnns... AboOve — Equivalent _X_ Below __
Competitiveness indicators for Guatemala for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989........c.vviveunrenenenrnvnnnnnnnn. 4
Price elasticity: .
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X_ No ___
What is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?......c000vvnnnnn.. «e... High _X Moderate ___ Low ___
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in
the Short teMm?. ... .. e ieieiiiiiiti it iiiieineeernereeenerassosnessnsnnnnennnns. Yes —— No_X_
Does the country have significant export markets besides the -
United States?....... Gecesinctetnticannacens Ceeeeteceircatuaroennnnn Ceeteinaeaa. Yes ___ No _X_
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export markets?...................... Creeetietenetieteacecnnnanonans Yes ___ No _X_
What is the price elasticity of import supply?.......ccvuvnvevnnnnn. High _X_Moderate ___ Low ___
Price level compared with—
UoS, ProdUCES. .ottt ittt i et et Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
Other foreign products.......ccooviiiiiiiiniiinnrerennnnnnnnns Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
Quality compared with—
U.S. products........ Ceeecettttttannenns Cereean eenee <eseee.... Above __ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
Other foreign products..................... Cieeeeens ceeesec.... Above ___ Equivalent _X Below ___
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers—Continued
Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989........cc.iiiiiiiviiiiiiiiens. __N/A
Price elasticity: . ,
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............ ... Yes ___ No _X_
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?...........cooviinnnannnn High _X_ Moderate ___ tow ___
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted ’
in the short term?........coiveeennnenasn et eeeeeceeenereatastaseoreessstaaacnsas Yes ___ No _X_
Does the country have significant export markets besides the -
UNTted SEALES 7. .t tiieeeeneeeeocsoesnssssssnssasassasesasssssassssssnssannns ves. Yes ___ No _X_
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among : ?
its foreign export MaArketS?....oveieeeieeeeeietennttoiuioesenneanneasonuenes cees Yes - No _X_
What is the price elasticity of import supply?...........ccveeinnnnn High _X_Moderate ___ Low ___
Price level compared with— ’ h _
U.S. PrOQUCES. . vvieeeinenereterseneaancoasesecassacannnaessaanns Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
Other foreign ProduCtS. ....cceeireeeeeneneeeceeteinaiannaneanans Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProdUCES. cceveesenvianeaeesesasassoccseseeroassannnsssanns Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
X

Other foreign pProduCtS. ....ceeveeereeeenneeeeeerieninnnnneanns Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below

Comment.—Imports of fresh cut roses have been steadily capturing U.S. market share; accounting
for 31 percent of U.S. consumption in 1989. Imports of. fresh cut roses imported from GSP eligible
countries increased steadily over the period 1985-89; accounting for 96 percent of imports in 1989.
Colombia, the principal U.S. supplier, has been losing import market share to other GSP eligible

countries over the last 5 years. [
x % %

1. Foreign suppliers have been able to take market share from Colombia by offering roses at prices .
below those of Colombia. Although the unit value of imports from Mexico are higher than those from
Colombia and other GSP suppliers, Mexico has an advantage over other suppliers with regard to
transportation costs and proximity to major west coast U.S. markets. '
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V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The Government of Bolivia stated that the granting of GSP treatment to fresh cut

roses would be beneficial to the Bolivian economy and would increase employment in the agricultural
sectors. )

The Government of Ecuador stated that the granting of GSP treatment would increase employment in
the agricultural sector of the economy and would increase export earnings that would help to pay for
imports of material and equipment necessary to continue development.

Support.—The Department of Agriculture of Hawaii is not opposed to the granting of GSP benefits -
to fresh cut roses. The Department stated that “Since the total amount of imports of roses is at a
much larger scale than that produced in Hawaii, and the amount imported form Bolivia accounts for a
very small proportion of the total imports, the elimination of duties on roses from Bolivia may have
no significant effect on the State's economy."

" Florists' Transworld Delivery Association (FTD) supports the granting of GSP treatment to fresh
cut roses. FTD stated "We are ready to do our part and assist in expanding market opportml ties in
the United States to absorb addlttonal floral products which could displace. drug crops in the
economies of the Andean Nations."

Opposition.—Senator Orin G. Hatch of Utah is opposed to the granting of GSP treatment to fresh
cut roses. Senator Hatch stated "A review of the salient facts affecting the U.S. rose industry
evidences without any reasonable doubt the inappropriateness of the relief sought by the petitioner
states. A steadily declining U.S. market share of cut flowers, and especially the rose nrket. does
not provide favorable conditions for granting GSP status to the petitioners.

Senator Connie Mack of Florida on behalf of Garner Farms, Inc. is opposed to the granting to
foreign growers any preferential treatment on imports of cut flowers or waiving of the competitive
need limitations. Foreign cut flower producers do not need or deserve any further preferential
treatment to enter the U.S. market.

Congressman Paul E. Kanjorski of Pennsylvania is opposed to exempting roses imported from
Bolivia and Ecuador from all U.S. tariffs, and any waiver of the competitive needs limitations under
the Generalized System of Preferences. Congressman Kanjorski stated that “Since 1971, even with
standard tariffs in place, the proportion of the U.S. rose market taken over by imports has grown
dramatically—from a minuscule 0.2 of 1 percent to 37.9 percent in 1988. . . .At this rate the U.S.
rose industry, and even our entire cut flower industry could be putout. That risk will grow
substantially if we completely drop all tariffs.®

Congressman Robert Carr opposes the granting of GSP treatment to fresh cut flowers.
Congressman Carr stated "Knowing the industry situation as well as 1 do, I cannot impress upon you
enough the need to keep a level playing field in the domestic cut flower industry and not allow the
foreign dumping of this product. Roses should not be added to the GSP list nor should any
preferential treatment be given to imports of fresh cut flowers."

Mayor Pamela Slater on behalf of the City of Encinitos, CA opposes the granting of GSP treatment
on fresh cut flowers, including fresh cut roses. Mayor Slater stated that "As a flower growing

city, we are concerned that the U.S. government is using the cut flower market as a bargaining tool
in the drug war."

The Floral Trade Council in testimony and in a written statement stated that it “strongly
opposes the granting of duty-free treatment for roses from Bolivia and Ecuador under the Generalized
System of Preferences. The Council also stated that “We also oppose Presidential waiver of the
competitive needs limitation under the GSP program, and any change in the current limitations where
total imports are deminimus. Off-shore producers of roses really don't need any preferential
treatment or any further incentives to use the U.S. rose market. At the present time, the rose
industry has given up some 40 percent of the U.S. market to imported roses, most of which come from
the Andean countries. Even with standard tariffs in place, coupled in many cases by added tariffs

for dumping and countervailing, cut flower importers have virtually taken over U.S. cut flower
markets."

The American Farm Bureau Federation is opposed to granting GSP benefits to the requests of the
Andean countries under review because the Farm Bureau, representing over 3.8 million member
families, has opposed GSP since it was adopted in 1974 on the grounds of opposing unilateral tariff
reductions without obtaining reciprocal tariff or trade concessions. By the voting delegates in
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January 1990, the Farm Bureau called “for a return to adherence to the Most-Favored-Nation (MFN)
principle as a step in making GATT a viable organization for handling trade problems."

The California Floral Council and the California State World Trade Commission are opposed to the
granting of GSP treatment to fresh cut roses. These organizations believe that the U.S. rose
growing industry is import sensitive, and is currently struggling with import penetration. They
believe that the economic hardship on California rose growers would far outweigh what little benefit
will accrue to the Andean nations.

The Florida Farm Bureau Fedération opposes granting GSP status to agricultural products because
it runs counter to the Most Favored Nation principles, appears to be counter productive to the U.S.
negotiating position in the Uruguay round under the GATT, and resources in-recipient ceuntries "tend
to be allocated to the preferentially treated product and may actually hinder economic growth." The
Federation stated that GSP on additional agricultural products is inappropriate and damaging to U.S.
farmers because developing countries have an agriculture industry in place that has usually been
trained in the United States, using the latest technology and production techniques, often financed
by U.S. capital, and is highly competitive.

Friesell Nursery is opposed to the elimination of U.S. import duties on fresh cut rose under the -
GSP. These growers support the position of the Floral Trade Council and believe that U.S. growers
and labor can not compete with labor rates of fresh cut flower workers in foreign countries.

Aebi Nursery is opposed to thé elimination of U.S. import duties on fresh cut rose under the
GSP. These growers support the position of the Floral Trade Council and believe that U.S. growers
and labor can not compete with labor rates of fresh cut flower workers in foreign countries.

Thompson Rose Company, Inc. does not support granting GSP treatment to fresh cut roses from
Bolivia and Ecuador. Thompson Rose Company, Inc. maintains that "while not being important
importers of roses currently, these two countries could, without any duty, place themselves right in
the middle of our U.S. rose markét. This placement would be under our cost of growing, as well as,
under the cost of growing of the larger non-preferential Latin American producers."
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[Probable economic effects advice deleted.]
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HTS/TSUSA concordance and col.1 rates of duty, 1985-89
(Percent ad valorem)
HTS TSUSA item No. TSUSA/HTS col. 1 rate of duty
subheading (and allocation) 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
0603.10.60 - - - - 8
192.1800 (100%) 8 8 8 ) -

10
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Table I. 06031060
Digest Title: Fresh cut roses
U.S. imports for consumption, principal sources, 1985-89
Source 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
Value (1,000 dollars) -
Colombia..cccovee 35,383 37,619 37,344 49,211 56,416
Mexico.cceeorceee 1,843 2,619 . 2,960 5,011 7,186
Ecuador...cceceee 75 597 1,409 2,095 4,349
Guatemala........ 807 1,214 1,778 2,074 2,540
Netherlands...... 1,782 1,974 1,950 2,115 2,096
Costa Rica....... 362 500 548 477 783
Canada...ccecevne 331 416 573 544 647
Dominican Rep.... 205 288 387 461 307
Venezuela.....c.. 78 13 48 115 305
France..cceeceees 23 48 115 186 170
Bolivia....ccc00e ] 1 15 63 130
Israel...cceecees 1,106 567 312 115 99
United Kingdom... 0 0 4% 1 42
Jamaica....cce00 37 179 410 115 36
New Zealand...... 0 1 0 0 35
All other........ 347 396 335 172 171
Total...ooceeee 42,375 46,431 48,168 62,755 75,312
GSP Total 2/.. 40,072 43,767 45,320 59,837 72,267
GSP+4 2/...cc 40,072 43,778 45,325 59,837 72,269
Percent
Colombia.....cc.. 83.5 81.0 77.5 78.4 76.9
Mexicoieeeeeeeoee 4.3 5.6 6.1 8.0 9.5
Ecuador....cceeee .2 1.3 2.9 3.3 5.8
Guatemala....cc.. 1.9 2.6 3.7 3.3 3.4
Netherlands...... 4.2 4.3 4.0 3.4 2.8
Costa Rica....... .9 1.1 1.1 .8 1.0
Canada...ccecocee .8 .9 1.2 .9 .9
Dominican Rep.... .5 .6 .8 .7 .4
Venezuela...cco.. .2 Y/ .1 .2 .G
France...cceceeee .1 .1 .2 .3 .2
Bolivia...ccceeee .0 ) V4 1/ .1 .2
Israel..cceccence 2.6 1.2 .6 .2 .1
United Kingdom... .0 .0 1/ Y/ .1
Jamaica..ccccoccs .1 .G .9 .2 Y/
New Zealand...... .0 1/ .0 .0 p V4
All other........ .8 9 .7 3 22
Total..coceeees 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 96.6 96.3 96.1 95.3 96.0
GSP+4 2/.cccee 94.6 96,3 96.1 96.0

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.

2/ These data include imports from Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Artichokes, Fresh or Pickled?
1. Introduction
Artichokes, fresh or pickled; Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) subheadings for digest products;

short description; U.S. col. 1 rates of duty as of Jan. 1, 1990; U.S. production status as of Jan.
3, 1985; probable effects on U.S. imports and production.

Article Probable
Col. 1 produced in effects
rate of the United on U.S.
HTS duty - States on © imports/
subheadings Short description (1/1/90) Jan. 3, 19857 “production
Percent
ad_valorem
0709.10.00 Globe artichokes, fresh or chilled 25 Yes [***]
2001.90.25 Artichokes prepared or preserved by 12 Yes [***]

vinegar or acetic acid

Description and uses.—The term "artichoke" generally refers to the edible dense composite
flower heads of the Cynara scolymus plant. Compact, tender heads are best produced in an area
without frost but with cool and foggy summers. Due to the climatic requirements, the vast majority
of U.S. artichokes are grown in the coastal regions of California. In addition to marketing
artichokes fresh, they may be frozen or canned, the latter prepared by marinating in brine or
vinegar, packing in oil, or packing in water. The prepared artichokes of this digest include those

preserved by vinegar or acetic acid, but do not include canned artichokes otherwise prepared or
preserved (HTS 2005.90.80).

Yhis digest includes the following HTS subheadings: 0709.10.00 and 2001.90.25.
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II. U.S. market profile
Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1985-891

Percentage

198820ver
Jtem 1985 1986 v 1987 1988 1985 1989
Producers (number).......cccceeeecveccencneae *%62 *%65 67 AxgQ  wn3 *x72
Employment (1,000 employees)......cccvueeee *%2 %2 *%2 *%Q *%() %2
Shipments (1,000 dollarg) ............ [ *%34,000 **34,400 **33,600 **33,900 **- **33,900
Exports (1,000 dollars) ™ ....ccceeevnncennene 1,405 1,882 1,95 2,281 11 1,248
Imports (1,000 dollars)....c.coveevinnnnnnns 5,495 5,795 7,945 8,055 10 11,190
Consumption (1,000 dollars).............. .. *%39 805 x40 195 **41,545 **41,955 . #%2. - *R45.090
Import to consumption ratio (pircent). ..... *%15 it I3 *%19 *X19 *x7 *%25
Capacity utilization (percent) ............ **80 **80 **80 %8 Ak **80

lrade data for 1985-1988 were converted from the TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export

statistics to the HTS. Because of the fundamental difference between the HTS classification system

and the TSUSA/Schedule B, trade data for 1985-1988 may not be directly comparable with HTS trade
ta for 1989.

g:his figure represents the average annual rate of change during 1985-1988.

U.S. exports consist almost exclusively of fresh artichokes.

number for capacity utilization was derived from the assumption that cropland is being utilized
at 100 percent, whereas the processing facilities, which operate during the two main seasons for

artichokes, may be further used if the product was available on a more regular and less seasonal
basis.

Comment.—The majority of U.S. artichokes are marketed fresh. The U.S. market for prepared or
preserved artichokes of this digest is supplied by one domestic processor and by imports. The

domestic company is owned by artichoke growers and processes an estimated one-fourth of U.S. fresh
artichoke production.

I1I. GSP import situation, 1

U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1989

Percent Percent Percent
) of total of GSP of U.S.
Item _Imports imports imports consymption
1,000
dollars :
Totaleeeeeeereernnnns e 11,190 100 1 *225
Imports fgom GSP countries: ;
Totald. .o eeiiiiieeeeeenns Mn 2 100 ax(2)
Ol e eeeeeeeeeeeeaeaanaans 146 1 69 ax(2)
Colombia®. ..o vviiinnininnns 45 * 21 . xx(2)
POrUY . . s 17 %) 8 wx(2)
MXTCO e - neeeeenneeeeannnnnes 3 3 1 ax(2)

1lmorts from Colombia, Peru, Bolivia, and Ecuador accounted for less than one percent of all U.S.
luports in 1989.
Less than 0.5 percent.

slmorts' entirely of fresh or chilled artichokes.

Comment.—In 1989, imports of artichokes preserved in vinegar or acetic acid accounted for 99
percent of the digest imports. Imports of fresh or chilled artichokes in 1989 were valued at
$99,000 and were entirely from Colombia, Chile, Peru, and Mexico; GSP countries supplied 67 percent
of the imports of fresh or chilled artichokes. Imports of otherwise prepared or preserved
artichokes (HTS 2005.90.80), not a digest product, were valued at $24,169,000.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers
Competitiveness indicators for Chile for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989 . iveeiecncnncsnnasannss eteeeeneae 3
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?.......... weeees Yes _X_ No ___
what is the pr1ce elasticity of U.S. demand?.....cceeveeccncncnnacess High _X_ Moderate ___ Low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted ‘
in the short term?.....coeveeeeeceesecssroscscsncnssas teseeensenes ceeees cessrenes Yes _X_ No __
Does the country have significant export markets beswes the
UNited States?...cveeeeeerconeesccsasssassssssssesssssssassssssccsannonans veeesss Yes __ No X_
Could exports from the country be readi ly red1$tr1buted among .
its foreign exportmarkets? ............... tesessececnacenns tecsesseneceens veeeses Yes ___ No X
what is the price elasticity of import supply?......ccceveeencecenens High ___ Moderate _X_Low __
Price level compared with—
U.S. products.......ocnn. ceeeeeeaans Ceteeeeeaeen eeeseeeeas ..... Above ___ Equivalent _X Below _
Other foreign products......ccoeveeeenenn teecesrecsasenanns ..... Above ___ Equivalent _X Below __
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProduCtS....covvereoncncsncecsenancons ceesresnes eeeenen ... Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below __
Other foreign ProduCES. ... .ceveeeeeccrarcinranccnrcnes eeeaens Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below __

Competitiveness indicators for Colombia for all digest products

Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989........ciciienincninnronnrnnences 4
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............. ... Yes X_ No __
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?..... ceeeccensanen vee.... High _X Moderate ___ Low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
IN the SNOFt LEIM?. .. evveeeneeeececcosssssassessssssssssssscassssscsccsssssssonns Yes X_ No __
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
UNited StALES?. ..o veeereeenecssseessseasesosssesassssssnsansssssssecacnanconcsass Yes ___ No X_
Could exports from the country be readily redlstmbuted among
its foreign export markets?....ceeveeeneacnns eeeeeeees Cectstestesnesnesaonns ... Yes __ No X_
what is the price elasticity of import supply?......... teetesesacanns High ____ Moderate _X_ Low __
Price level compared with—
U.S. ProduCtS...ceueeeienereeecesancoannsonsanacssccnns [ Above ____ Equivalent _X_ Below __
Other foreign ProduCS......ceeeeeeeteeeecsecnonacscenconsanes .. Above ___ Equivalent _x_ Below __
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProduCtS....covvevenneeesncccvscanncsones Ceeetnaans vee..... Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below __
Other foreign productS.......cceeeeeveveenennns eeteeesentaeanan Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below __
Competitiveness indicators for Peru for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989...... eeseceneessannns eeeersenees __D
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?...... ceressens Yes _X_ No ___
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?.......cccvevennns edees High _X Moderate ___ Low ___
Can production in the country be easily ‘expanded or contracted in :
LNE SROPL LEIM7. . v e veeeneeeeeeaasassseossassssnssososssasessssssnsannanssssscsce Yes X No ___
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
United StatesS?....ueeeeeeeeroeecsnsccscsocsscssnssncssacsnnss tetsessssseneanennee Yes ____ No _X_
Could exports from the country be read1 ly redmstrlbuted among
its foreign export markets?...ceeeeenenennnnons eeesaeeaaes feeeeesseseraetennnn .Yes ___ No _X_
what is the price elasticity of import supply?........ .............. High ___ Moderate _X_Low ___
Price level compared with—
U.S. ProdUCES. .veveeeennerenensenreosesessssnsonsannssncacccns Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below ___
Other foreign ProduCtS.....cceeeeceeneeerennarsononsnaccncnes .. Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below ___
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProduCES....ovuererrnnecocestonsesssesnaccsoncscs ceenen ... Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
Other foreign products........ceveveeeeenennnnnnnns Ceeereeeees . Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
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IV. Competitiveness Profiles, GSP Suppliers—Continued

Competitiveness indicators for Mexico for all digest products

Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989......ccciueiurencnnncenncnncennees T
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes _ X No

what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?......... ceessessssassss High _X Moderate Low__
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in -

the short term?............... secsecsssestssesasstsstesecnne tetesscessssssssesss YOS X NO ___
Does the country have sugmﬁcant export markets besides the

United States?.............. S cevecssencecnees cereseeeesen YeS ___ NO _X_
Could exports from the country be readily red\strlbuted among

its foreign export MarketsS?.....ceeeereeeeeescescsacesscecssoscanacnoacencccnsss Y85 ___ NO X

What is the price elasticity of import supply?........cccceveeee.... High ___ Moderate _X_ Low ___
Price level compared with— :

U.S. productsS....cocoveeeees eeeeeees ceenes teresensessssscesss. Above ____ Equivalent _X_ Below ___

Other foreign products........ Cheeetesesaseesaaneans ...........Above__Ewivalent_LEclou__
Quality compared with— .

U.S. products....ccveeevvnccnns Ceeeettactasesenenstsansesass... Above __ Equivalent X Below ___

Other foreign products........ cesenes teeseesessecssssssnsssss.. ADOVve __ Equivalent _X Below ___

Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products

Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989.....c.ccciuviricnrcnencncccacecene. _NA
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X_No ___
What is the prlce elasticity of U.S. demand?...... vetseneessssssass. High _X Moderate ___ Low ___
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the short term?....... R [ L T -
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
United States?........ T { - I
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export MArKetS?...ccvvierseeierceseecetosessocscosanncsorasscacecess YOS __ NO X

what is the price elasticity of import supply?.........cccceveeve... High ___ Moderate _X_ Llow ___
Price level compared with—

U.S. products.....cceeee. PR . Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___

Other foreign products........... Cetteceseteceesttaannas veees.. Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
Quality compared with—

U.S. products......... Ceeeeiieceeaas Ceeereeiactenaeens vese... Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___

Other foreign products........ cesseecennnn teseseasssscssscesss. AbOve ___ Equivalent _X_ Below ___
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V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The Government of Colombia requests. that artichokes from Colombia be made eligible
as GSP items according to 19 U.S.C. 2463(a). According to the petition, Colombian production of
artichokes is new and small, employing only 500 people. However, Colombia states in its petition
that as a result of its current economic difficulties, the production of agricultural products such
as artichokes is needed both as a foreign exchange earner and as an employer. L

*kk

By

]

Opposition.—The California State World Trade Commission (Commission) opposes granting GSP
 status to agricultural products sensitive to import competition. The Commission contends that the
GSP program was- enacted by Congress to encourage industrial development, not agriculture. It is
clear that new GSP status for-products sensitive to imports, the Commission states, could damage
U.S. growers of these products. Farm specialty products mentioned in the Commission's brief
included roses, tomatoes, asparagus, broccoli, cauliflower, grapes, oranges, strawberries, avocados,
and vegetables, fruit, nuts, flowers, and foliage. The Commission states that using GSP to assist
competing agricultural products is not an acceptable alternative for California agriculture. GSP
benefits are too far-reaching to be appropriately used to help the Andean nations. The economic

hardship on California's farm sector will far outweigh what little benefit realistically will accrue
to the Andean nations.

The American Farm Bureau Federation is opposed to granting GSP benefits to the requests of the
Andean countries under review because the Farm Bureau, representing over 3.8 million member
families, has opposed GSP since it was adopted in 1974 on the grounds of opposing unilateral tariff
reductions without obtaining reciprocal tariff or trade concessions. By the voting delegates in
January 1990, the Farm Bureau called “for a return to adherence to the Most-Favored-Nation (MFN)
principle as a step in making GATT a viable organization for handling trade problems."

The Florida Farm Bureau Federation opposes granting GSP status to agricultural products because
it runs counter to the Most Favored Nation principles, appears to.be counter productive to the U.S.
negotiating position in the Uruguay round under the GATT, and resources in recipient countries "tend
to be allocated to the preferentially treated product and may actually hinder economic growth." The
Federation stated that GSP.on additional agricultural products is inappropriate and damaging to U.S.
farmers because developing countries have-an agriculture industry in place that has usually been
trained in the United States, using the latest technology and production techniques, often financed
by U.S. capital, and is highly competitive.
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[Probable economic effect advise deleted.])
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HTS/TSUSA concordance and col.1 rates of duty, 1985-89
(Percent ad valorem)
HTS TSUSA item No. TSUSA/HTS col. 1 rate of duty
subheadings (and allocation) 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
0709.10.00* - - - - 25
137.97.75 (8%) 25 25 25 25 -
2001.90.25 - - - - 12
141.76.003(100%) 12 12 12 12 -
141.92.00° (0%) 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 -

luglobe artichokes, fresh or chilled, whether or not reduced in size" (HTS 0709.10.00) is a new

reakout in the HTSUS.
Artichokes "packed in alst, in brine, or pickled."
Artichokes "otherwise prepared or preserved."
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Table I. 07091000

Digest Title: Artichokes, fresh or pickled
U.S. imports for consumption, principal sources, 1985-89

Source 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
Valye (1,000 dollars)
SPain.cccvecnnons 5,09 5,493 7,453 6,970 10,401
Jtaly.eoeeecocens 177 79 217 607 574
Chile....ccoeecee 11 pY% 1 19 146
Colombia.ceceevns 0 18 1/ Y/ 45
Peru....coececess 0 0 0 0 17
Hest Germany..... 1/ 0 0 0 3
Mexico..ccceeaens 120 %0 143 326 3
Canada...coeeanns 26 17 21 21 0
Guatemala........ 0 p V4 3 p V4 0
Costa Rica....... 1/ 0 ) V4 1 0
Jamaica...cc00e0 3 1 5 2 0
Dominican Rep.... 8 8 7 13 ]
Dominica......... 1/ ] ] 0 0
St Vinc & Gren... 0 1 ] 0 ]
Grenada.....occ0. 1/ [} 0 o ]
All other........ -1 87 95 96 9
Total..coveensns 52495 5,795 12945 8,055 112190
GSP Total 2/.. 146 123 170 381 211
GSP44 2/...... 151 128 199 382 211
Percent
Spain.ccocceecone 92.7 9.8 93.8 86.5 93.0
Italy.cccecconnsns 3.2 1.4 2.7 7.5 5.1
Chile...ccooceeee .2 Y Y .2 1.3
Colombia...cceee. .0 .3 1/ 1/ %
Peru....cccceee0e .0 .0 .0 .0 .2
Hest Germany..... 1/ .0 .0 .0 ) V4
Mexicoieeeeescces 2.2 1.6 1.8 4.0 1/
Canada...cceceees .5 .3 .3 .3 .0
Guatemala........ .0 ) V4 Y p V4 .0
Costa Rica.....e. Y .0 1/ 1/ .0
Jamaica...cccenes .1 1/ .1 1/ .0
Dominican Rep.... .1 .1 .1 .2 .0
Dominica......... Y .0 .0 .0 .0
St Vinc & Gren... .0 V4 .0 .0 .0
Grenada...cce0c0 1/ .0 .0 .0 .0
All other....cc.. 1.0 1.8 1.2 1.2 20
Total..cooeoees 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 2.7 2.1 2.1 4.7 1.9
m“ y...... 217 z.z zts 6n7 ll’

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.

%2/ These data include imports from Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table II. 07091000

Digest Title: Artichokes, fresh or pickled
U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1985-89

Market 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
Valve (1,000 dollars)
Canada..ccesocoes 706 734 696 940 748
Mexico.cieeeosses 34 21 17 33 109
Jayan.........u. 65 103 13‘ 271 63
Hong Kongeeseeese 32 37 51 20 57
Australia....co.. 4% 2 10 18 39
Philippines...... 1/ Y 1/ 1 32
Sweden.cceeessees 3 5 5 9 22
Singapore........ 4% 3 9 [ 22
Korea....ccooooeee 7 5 5 8 21
New Zealand...... 1 1 2 1 17
Antigua..cceeceee [} 0 0 78 16
France....ccooeee 17 2 2 1 15
Panama..cccccoeee 13 13 10 7 15
Fr Polynesia..... 3 21 32 36 13
United Kingdom... 13 10 46 43 9
All other......c. 522 923 934 808 51
Tthooooooooo‘ l!“gs !m 1)’2 z.z!l l‘m
GSP Total 2/.. 503 900 922 879 205
- GSP#4 2/c000ee 548 952 1,006 218 210
Percent
Canada..cccocessee 50.1 39.0 35.6 41.2 59.9
MexiCOcceevcecces 2.4 1.1 .9 1.8 8.8
JapaN.ccccccccnes %.6 5.5 6.8 11.9 5.0
Hong Kongececeooe 2.3 2.0 2.6 .9 4.5
Australia........ .3 .1 .5 .8 3.2
Philippines...... p V4 p V4 p V4 p V4 2.5
Sweden..cccovcces .2 2 .3 % 1.8
Singapore..ccce.. .3 .1 .5 .3 1.7
Korea..coceooocee -5 3 .3 N 1.7
New Zealand...... .1 .1 .1 .1 1.3
Antigua...ccc0000 .0 .0 .0 3.6 1.3
FranCe@..ccccceeee 1/ .1 .1 17 1.2
Panama@..cccococee .9 .7 .5 .3 1.2
Fr Polynesia..... .2 1.1 1.6 1.6 1.0
United Kingdom... .9 .5 2.3 1.9 .7
All other...cccee 37.1 49.1 _47.8 35.% 4.1
Totalecoroeaoos 100.0 100.0 100.0 190.9 100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 35.8 47.9 97.2 28.5 16.4
CSP#% 2/cccene 29.0 50.6 51.4% 40,3 24,8

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.

£/ These data include exports to Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatament.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Departaent of Commerce.
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Asparagus, Fresh and Processed!

1. Introduction

Asparagus, fresh and processed: Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) subheadings; a short description;
U.S. col. 1 rates of duty as of Jan. 1, 1990; U.S. production status as of Jan. 3, 1985; and
probable effects on U.S. imports and production

Article Probable
Col. 1 produced -in effects
rate of the United on U.S.
HTS 1 duty States on imports/
subheadings Short description (1/1/90) Jan. 3, 19852 production
Percen ‘
ad valorem -
0709.20.10 Asparagus, fresh or chilled, not
reduced in size, transported by air
and entered from Sept. 15 to Nov. 15 5% Yes [***]
0709.20.90 Asparagus, fresh or chilled, other 25% . Yes [***]
0710.80.9510 Asparagus, frozen, uncooked or cooked 17.5% Yes [***]
by steaming or boiling in water,
reduced in size
2005.60.00 Asparagus, prepared or preserved 17.5% Yes [x%*]

otherwise than by vinegar or acetic
acid, not frozen

Talso under GSP review is asparagus, prepared or preserved otherwise than by vinegar or acetic acid,
frozen, under the vegetable basket class HTS 2004.90.9080; and frozen asparagus in mixtures of two
or more vegetables under the vegetable basket class HTS 0710.90.90.

Description and uses.—Asparagus is the edible shoot (spear) of the asparagus plant, a2 deep—
rooted perennial which must mature for several years before the first harvest and may produce for
many years. Asparagus spears can be marketed as green or white, depending on the depth to which the
plant's root crown is covered with soil. Green asparagus is most often served as a cooked
vegetable, either plain or with various sauces. White asparagus is also frequently served cooked,
but probably more often used as a salad vegetable.

Mhis digest includes the following HTS subheadings: 0709.20.10, 0709.20.90, 0710.80.9510, and
2005.60.00.
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I1. U.S. market profile
Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1985-891
Percentage
change,
- 1988 over
Item i ) 1985 1986 1987 1988 19852 1989
Producers (number)3...........cviveeuinnn.. **3030 **3030 **3030 **3030 **%0 **3030
Employment (1,000 enployees)“ .............. **15 **18 **18 - *%x19 *%x8 **19
Shipments (1,000 dollars)............... **145,000 **149,700 **149,600 **159,000 *%3  *%145,000
Exports (1,000 dollars)......ccevvevennnnn. 15,058 14,666 22,592 37,785 36 40,126
Imports (1,000 dollars).....covvvevennnnnn. 15,692 18,916 21,996 25,423 ;7 22,307
Consumption (1,000 dollars)............. *%145,634 **153,950 **149,004 **146,638  **( **148,039
Import to consumption ratio (percent)...... **11 *%12 **15 *x17 **16 **15
Capacity utilization (percent)............. **60 **60 **60 **60 *%() **60

rade data for 1985-1988 were converted from the TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export
statistics to the HTS. Because of the fundamental difference between the HTS classification system
and the T?gg;\/Schedule B, trade data for 1985-1988 may not be directly comparable with HTS trade

ta for
g:i'ns figure represents the average annual rate of change during 1985-1988.

Data represent the estimated number of processors plus approximately 3,000 fresh asparagus growers.
“Data represent estimated employment in processing operations (approximately 9,000-11,600) plus
estimated employment in fresh asparagus growing operations (approximately 5,600-6,800). - Figures
ghown are estimated full-time annual equivalent. ’

Less than 0.5 percent.

Comment.—— Seasonal production patterns and the perishability of fresh asparagus are 1npor°tant
factors affecting the U.S. market for asparagus. Most of the asparagus produced domestically is
harvested during February to June, while imports are greatest durmg September to December. Prices
vary based on the season; the first fresh asparagus to market in early spring is priced between 25
and SO percent more at wholesale than fresh product harvested later in the year. Acreage harvested
has expanded to meet the growing demand for fresh asparagus, while the asparagus processing industry
has held steady or declined.
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11I. GSP import situation, 1989
U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1989
Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports _imports imports consumption
1,000 :
dollars R
TOtAL. v e neneeeeneninennenen 22,307 ' 100 - s
Imports fEu'n GSP countries: :

Total eeeiveeernncnecenanns 19,411 87 100 *%13
MEXICO. e everrennnnannennneeses 14,467 65 75 bt 1]
PerU...coveeerincrnrnsnnannnnne 2,049 9 ;1 _ wx
APGENEINA. «.uneeeeeeneecenns 9% 3] * wx (%)
GUALEMaLa. .. euneeeenneannes 49 ) o) x(2)

1'_Imports from Colombia and Ecuador combined were $25,000 in 1989; there were no imports from
livia.
fLess than 1 percent.

Comment.—Over 80 percent of U.S. asparagus imports were in fresh form in 1989. The following
tabulation shows the value and share of 1989 imports of digest products by HTS subheading: )

Subheading Imports ($1,000) Share of digest
total (percent)
0709.20.10 2,418 1
0709.20.90 16,708 75
0710.80.9510 152 1
2005.60.00 3,029 13



Digest No.

0709.20.10
IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers
Competitiveness indicators for Mexico for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989....... ceeeennee Ceeeeaeee Ceeestseseersenanaas 1
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?................ Yes X __ No _
What is the prlce elasticity of U.S. demand?........ eeereeeeesennaas High _X__ Moderate ___ Low _
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the ShOrt Lerm?. . .uuuteiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieteiteeseeeececssnnnnsnesasnnnnns N Yes X_ No __
Does the country have significant export markets besides the )
United States?..ciiiiii ittt iiiiieeatestsosossecessnansosanssanas et Yes ___ No X_
Could exports from the country be readily red1str1buted among’
its foreign export 1 Lo = 3 2 Yes ___ No X_
What is the price elasticity of import supply?.....cciviiiieeennnnennn High _X_ Moderate ___ Low __
Price level compared with— -
U.S. ProdUCES. .t veeieeinnireeseeeeeseeeneenasrsassecassaneeannns Above ___ Equivalent _X Below _
Other foreign products.....cvieiiiii it iiieiinieeessonnssnnecnns Above ____ Equivalent _X  Below _
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProduCES. o cieieeenieeernenerenesosceseasoeencassaseasnnses Above ____ Equivalent _X  Below _
Other foreign products....ccveiiiririinrereerasecesesnosracsnnns Above ___ Equivalent _X _ Below _
Competitiveness indicators for Peru for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989. ... ..cciiiiieirnenennnceeannnnanns 3
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X __ No __
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?.......ccvevriveennnnnnn High _X__ Moderate ___ low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in
L2 T3 ToT ol A = o 11 Yes _X_ No
Does the country have significant export markets beswes the
United States?. .. iieiiiniiii it i iiiiiittiistteeesennnsansassonnsnnnnnan ee... Yes X No
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export marketS?. . cvieieienenecacacsnnan teetsescessettesessesaasanes . Yes _X No
what is the price elasticity of import supply?....ccciieeiiiencnnnan. High X Moderate ___ Low ___
Price level compared with——
U.S. ProdUCES. . ceriieerereenereceaenunseonaeoasaccaasnncassnns Above ___ Equivalent _X Below __
Other foreign pProductS......oeiiiiieerneeneennncecncacannacnses Above ____ Equivalent X Below
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProduUCES. e vueeietiiiieetnaeeeerocecnsocasocnssocsocsacnans Above ____ Equivalent x Below __
Other foreign pProducts.......cciviiiieiieineenreeannessnssoanns Above ___ Equivalent Below
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1IvV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP_suppliers—Continued
Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989...........0.00.. . wesssaees N/A
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes _X No __
what is the pnce elasticity of U.S. demand?.......cciivveecacenenes High _X_ Moderate ___ Low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the Short LermM?. .. cieeieerereteenoeaonceasessasssssssssnssncsnsscscessensss YOS X No __
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
United STates?. . .veieiiirerineesessesotosesosssrossessessassannasancannns Cereeae Yes _X No
Could exports from the country be read1ly redistributed among .
its foreign export MArketS?. . oveeeeeneeneneennnns eeereecnans eteresesrerenasras Yes _X No __
what is the price elastlclty of import supply? ...................... H1gh _X_ Moderate ___ low __
Price level compared with—
U.S. products.....coeevne Ceeieeecsecaeanetaccsaaasanns ceesees .. Above ___ Equivalent _X Below __
Other foreign pProducts......ccvveeeieerenieeennnsnnnnns vesesen .. Above ___ Equivalent _X__ Below __
Quality compared with—
U.S. products....... eeeraees S eettecieeeeceearanettanas Above ____ Equivalent _X Below __
Other foreign products...... S Above ___ Equivalent _X  Below __

Comment.—The petitioners, Peru, Colombia, and Ecuador, would gain in competitiveness as a
result of duty-free treatment. Peru has a sizable domestic asparagus industry and could gain market
share if duties were removed. Exports to the United States, particularly of fresh asparagus, are
expected to expand significantly in percentage terms. Peru and, to a lesser extent, Colombia export
asparagus to other countries. Some of these exports would likely be diverted to the United States
if U.S. duties were removed.

Peru ranks second .as a source of canned asparagus imports to the United States, and plans to
increase canning capacity. Peru's main competitors in canned asparagus are China and Taiwan,
neither of which is eligible for GSP.

Other foreign suppliers, particularly Mexico and Chile, have more substantial asparagus
industries than these Andean countries. Mexico and Chile are unlikely to gain from the change in
GSP status; Mexico exceeds competitive need limits and Chile currently is ineligible for GSP status.
Asparagus from Guatemala already enters the United States duty-free under the Caribbean Basin
Economic Recovery Act.
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V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The Governments of Peru and Colombia have requested that fresh and processed
asparagus (HTS 0709.20.10, 0709.20.90, 0710.80.9510, and 2005.60.00) be added to the list of items
eligible for duty-free treatment under the GSP. The petitioners, on behalf of processing and
exporting firms, state that if asparagus were to be granted GSP status, their production and
processing capacity would increase.

The Government of Peru further contends that principal production of asparagus is in the
northern and central coasts, where jobs are provided for unskilled laborers from the Andean region
of the country. The Government of Peru also states that more employment, and at improved wages,
could be provided if GSP status were granted and duty-free treatment of Peru's shipments would also
permit investments in the production and distribution system that would contribute to economic
development objectives.

The Government of Colombia asserts that duty-free treatment will assist Colombian economic
development with little or no harm to the U.S. asparagus industry. The Governmént of Colombia
further states that Colombia's asparagus industry is new, and it integrates otherwise idle economic
zones into the nation economy. Increased demand for asparagus will allow those involved in illegal
agricultural production to shift resources to legitimate products. High duties and packaging and
freight expenses have inhibited expansion of Colombia's fresh and processed asparagus exports to the
United States. Econometric estimates of the effects of granting GSP status to asparagus support the
argument that granting GSP status for asparagus would not have any noticeable impact on the domestic
industry. The Government of Colombia denies that exporters receive subsidies, and suggests that the
U.S. industry's concerns are misplaced because imports from Colombia arrive during the of f-season
for U.S. producers.

The Government of Ecuador, on behalf of Provefrut, S.A., a vegetable grower and processor,
requested that fresh asparagus (HTS 0709.20.10 and 0709.20.90) be granted GSP status. The
submission states that asparagus exports help to solve the high unemployment in Ecuador, as the
production of asparagus is highly labor-dependent.

Opposition.—Members of the Michigan congressional delegation, Representative Bill Schuette, Guy
Vander Jagt, Fred Upton, Paul Henry, William Broomfield, and Carl Pursell, oppose the granting of
GSP status with regard to asparagus. They state that allowing more fresh, canned, frozen, and other
processed asparagus to be imported will severely cripple the U.S. and Michigan asparagus industries.

Representative William M. Thomas expresses concern about the severe impact on U.S. producers
from extending GSP benefits for asparagus, processed tomato products, olives, and citrus pulp and
other citrus products. Representative Thomas states that most of the nation's fresh asparagus is
grown in California, where grower incomes are already low. Imports will further depress prices,
particularly for fresh product, he states. Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru are now competitive in the
U.S. market, Representative Thomas asserts, and other countries, particularly Chile and Mexico, are
likely to benefit more than the Andean nations if GSP status were granted.

Michigan State senator John M. Engler urges that GSP status for asparagus be denied, because of
concern about the possible negative economic impact on the U.S. asparagus industry. The prospect of
increased quantities of fresh, canned, frozen or otherwise processed asparagus on an increasingly
saturated market is alarming. Costs of production are high, and Michigan farmers have made
sigrificant investments and production decisions based on current market projections. Eliminating
tariffs for GSP countries would put Michigan producers in an unfair competitive position.

The California State World Trade Commission (Commission) opposes granting GSP status to
agricultural products sensitive to import competition. The Commission contends that the GSP program
was enacted by Congress to encourage industrial development, not agriculture. It is clear that new
GSP status for products sensitive to imports, the Commission states, could damage U.S. growers of
these products. Farm specialty products mentioned in the Commission's brief included roses,
tomatoes, asparagus, broccoli, cauliflower, grapes, oranges, strawberries, and avocados, and
vegetables, fruit, nuts, flowers, and foliage. The Commission states that using GSP to assist
competing agricultural products is not an acceptable alternative for California agriculture. GSP
benefits are too far-reaching to be appropriately used to help the Andean nations. The economic

hardship on California's farm sector will far outweigh what Llittle benefit realistically will accrue
to the Andean nations.

The Washington State Department of Agriculture comments that granting duty-free status to
asparagus will have a negative impact on the asparagus producing and food processing industries in
Washington. Asparagus is a major cash crop for the State, providing over $50 million to the economy
and 16,000 jobs. The U.S. industry competes with asparagus imported from countries with much Lower
labor rates. Even with the tariff now in effect, Central and South American countries are competing
favorably in the the fresh and processed asparagus markets in the United States.
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The American Farm Bureau Federation is opposed to granting GSP benefits for the items under
review. The Farm Bureau has opposed GSP since it was adopted in 1974, because Farm Bureau does not
support unilateral tariff reductions without obtaining reciprocal tariff or trade concessions. In
January 1990, the Farm Bureau called "for a return to adherence to the Most-Favored-Nation (MFN)
principle as a step in making GATT a viable organization for handling trade problems."

The California Asparagus Growers Association, Sun World International, and Victoria Island Farms
(CAGA, et. al.) oppose GSP status for fresh and processed asparagus. The fresh market offers the
only opportunity for saving the asparagus industry in California, the growers state. Imports of
fresh asparagus from Mexico have increased, and enter the United States during the early part of the
season when prices are highest. Early saturation of the market with imports denies the top prices
to California producers. Costs of production, particularly for labor, are much lower overseas than
in the United States, which makes the California industry sensitive to imports. The petitioner
Andean nations are already competitive in the U.S. asparagus market, CAGA et. al. contend. Imports
from Andean nations and other GSP beneficiary countries would increase if duties were eliminated,
which will undercut U.S. prices dramatically.

The Washington Asparagus Growers Association opposes GSP status based on the sensitivity of the
U.S. asparagus market to imports and the current competitive levels of the petitioner countries.
Imports are expected to increase if duties are eliminated, which will undercut U.S. prices
dramatically, according to the Association. Washington State asparagus producers cannot compete
with the low-priced imports. Arthur F. Krebs of D&K Frozen Foods, a Washington processor, reported
that the company lost its contract with Safeway Stores because Chilean imports of frozen asparagus
were priced about 20 percent below D&K's price. The Washington growers contend that the petitioner
nations and other GSP countries have significant production and exports, and produce at lower cost
than the U.S. industry. Peru offers tax rebates on exports, which supplement their labor and land
cost advantages, according to the growers association. Washington State growers are further
concerned that Latin American GSP beneficiaries can ship fresh product to the United States during
seasons that compete with U.S. processed products, and at a time when U.S. prices are high.
Carryover stocks of frozen and canned asparagus have been increasing, in part because imported fresh
asparagus is available year round.

The Michigan Agricultural Cooperative Marketing Association (MACMA), on behalf of Michigan
asparagus growers, opposes GSP status for fresh and processed asparagus. Asparagus imports in
fresh, canned, frozen, or other forms are already overwhelming the U.S. markets, according to MACMA.
Fresh asparagus, including product that enters "off-season" between September 15 and November 15,
competes with processed asparagus in the domestic market and a part that cannot be sold as fresh is
then processed to compete directly with domestic canned or frozen asparagus. Asparagus production
in Michigan is labor intensive and requires significant investment. Growers are already facing
prices below costs of production and prospects for alternative crops are limited. Prices for
asparagus imported from Mexico and the petitioner countries are below the most competitive domestic
price. These prices are considered totally unacceptable by MACMA and would cause many farmers to
consider abandoning their crop or leaving farming.

The Florida Farm Bureau Federation opposes granting GSP status to agricultural products because
it runs counter to Most Favored Nation principles, appears to be counter productive to the U.S.
negotiating position in the Uruguay round of GATT talks, and may harm economic growth in recipient
countries by encouraging allocation of resources to the preferentially treated product. The Florida
Bureau states that GSP for additional agricultural products is inappropriate and damages U.S.
farmers, because developing countries have competitive agricultural industries in place that use the
latest technology and production techniques and often are trained or financed by U.S. sources.

The Oceana County (Michigan) Farm Bureau urges that asparagus not be added to the list of GSP
commodities. Asparagus is, in many cases, the only remaining profit center in family farms in the
county. Asparagus should not be used as a chess piece in fighting a drug war in the Andean
countries, since this would erode the economic stability of Oceana County communities.

A.R. Walker of Norcal Crosetti Foods, Inc., states that granting GSP treatment for frozen
asparagus will have a negative impact on the California frozen vegetable industry. While frozen
asparagus imports in 1989 had little effect on the domestic industry, Mexico's vegetable freezing
capacity has been growing, even without favorable tariff treatment. offering duty-free treatment
would provide more incentive for production of frozen asparagus destined for the United States, and
destroy the domestic frozen vegetable industry, Mr. Walker contends. Jobs would be lost, and
consumers would not necessarily enjoy lower prices.

Gerald Shafer of Maple Grove Farms in Michigan opposes duty-free treatment of asparagus.
Asparagus production has improved the tax base and provided employment for farm laborers, local
businesses, and processors in the county. Michigan growers will not be able to compete with imports
from other countries that do not have equivalent costs of production and health and sanitation
regulations. Most land on the farm is sandy and not suited for production of other crops.
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‘Harold C. Rabe, a Michigan asparagus producer, opposes duty-free treatment of asparagus.
Michigan growers abide by regulations regarding herbictde and pesticide use; what is the imported
asparagus going to be like? Asparagus is one of Michigan's primary farm crops, and tariffs are
important to fair treatment of growers in this country.

Stan and Sharon Hallack of Hallack Farms in Michigan oppose duty-free treatment of asparagus.
Asparagus production makes up the majority of their county's economic strength, and it should not be
traded away in the fight against drugs.

Glen and Diane Roundy, Washington State asparagus producers, expressed concern about possible
duty-free treatment for asparagus. .
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[Probable economic effect advice deleted.]
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HTS/TSUSA concordance and col.1 rates of duty, 1985-89
(Percent ad valorem)
HTS TSUSA item No. TSUSA/HTS col. 1 rate of duty
subheadings (and allocation) 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
0709.20.10 - - - - 5
135.0300 (100%) 5 5 5 5 -
0709.20.90 - - - - 25
135.0500 (100%) 25 25 25 25 -
0710.80.9510 - - - - 17.5
138.4640 (100%) 17.5 17.5 17.5 _17.5 -
2005.60.00 - - - - 17.5
141.9300 (100%) 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 -

1
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Table I. 07092010

Digest Title: Asparagus, fresh and processed
U.S. imports for consumption, principal sources, 1985-89

Sougce _1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
V. (1,00 )
Mexico........ e 11,064 11,645 15,688 15,999 14,467
Chile.......... .o 1,078 1,671 2,530 2,588 2,586
PErU..ccccecnncns @3 81 295 1,532 2,049
China....cceoeeen 57 ) 183 1,469 1,300
New Zealand...... 491 1,729 . 893 575 613
TaiWwaN..cocooooee 2,047 2,558 1,502 1,754 304
SPAiR.....eeraans 200 282 220 390 278
Canada.....coo0ee 127 54 s3 144 156
Hong Kong........ 71 3% 112 491 194
Guatemala........ s?7 75 109 98 @9
Argentina........ 17 50 o %4 9%
Belgium.......... 52 164 57 50 62
Netherlands...... 23 89 36 20 &9
New Caledonia.... 0 (] 0 0 32
Colombia......... V4 11 38 136 21
All other........ 366 ¢31 280 122 53
Total....oveeee 15:692 18,916 21.996 25,423 22,307
GSP Total 2/.. 12,383 13,592 18,710 20,488 19,611
GSP¢4 2/.u.n- 14,537 16,212 20,359 22,731 19,909 _
_Pexcent
Mex4iCO..cccerenns 70.5 61.6 71.3 62.9 64.8
Chile....cccceeee 6.9 8.8 11.5 10.2 11.6
POPU..ccceveoccns .3 N 1.3 6.0 9.2
China....ccoe0cee ) .2 .8 5.8 5.8
New Zealand...... 3.1 9.1 e.1 2.3 2.7
Taiwan...ccooceee 13.0 13.5 6.8 6.9 1.4
SPALN..cecncncnns 1.3 1.5 1.0 1.5 1.2
Canada.....coc000 .8 .3 .2 .6 7
Hong Kong...coeee .S .2 .5 1.9 .9
Guatemala........ .4 .4 .5 e .2
Argentina........ .1 .3 .0 .2 b
Belgium......c.0. .3 .9 .3 .2 .3
Netherlands...... .1 .5 .2 .1 .2
New Caledonia.... .0 .0 .0 .0 A
Colombia....c.cve )4 .1 .2 .5 A
All other........ 2.3 2.3 1.3 5 0
Total...oeeeees __100.0 100.0 100.90 100.0 _100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 78.9 71.9 85,1 _80.6 _8r1.0.
CSPes 2/...... 92.¢ 85,7 92.6 89.4 89.2

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 pecrcent.

2/ These data include imports from Chile and Paraguay. However, imports froa
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Departaent of Commcrce.
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Digest Title: Asparagus, fresh and processed

U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1985-89

Digest No.
07092010

Market 1985 1987 1988 1989
Value (1,000 dollars)
Japan........ e 2,530 7,137 9,017 18,586 19,875
Canada...... e 9,502 3,953 6,738 9,108 11,088
Switzerland...... 373 626 1,039 1,813 2,661
United Kingdonm... 1,275 . 1,372 1,900 2,829 2,178
Italy.coeeinenans 129 392 : 1,447 2,617 1,029
Hest Germany..... 1/ 18 39 224 648
Hong Kong........ 268 319 359 460 462
Netherlands...... 140 9 107 @47 432
Australia........ 38 .22 9% 245 391
Mexico..eeeeeennn 151 231 1,098 56 306
Sweden......cco.. 72 126 184 186 215
NOTWaY . cveceoaans 82 46 98 65 128
Singapore........ 5 21 8 141 . 84
Haiti........000e Y V4 39 176 65
Iceland....... e 36 46 66 60 62
All other........ 458 347 360 775 _ 499
Total.......... 15,058 14,666 22,592 37,785 40,126
GSP Total 2/.. 217 446 1,258 442 602
GSP+4 2/...... 602 793 1,691 1,128 1,183
Percent
JapaAN..cveveennnn 16.8 “8.7 39.9 1 49.2 49.5
Canada........... 63.1 27.0 29.8 26.1 27.6
Switzerland...... 2.5 4.3 4.6 %.8 6.6
United Kingdom... 8.5 9.4 8.4 7.5 5.4
Italy..cveeenenns .9 2.7 6.4 6.9 2.6
West Germany..... Y .1 .2 .6 1.6
Hong Kong........ 1.8 2.2 1.6 1.2 1.2
Netherlands...... .9 .1 .5 1.2 1.1
Australia........ .3 .2 .4 .6 1.0
Mexico.......v0 1.0 1.6 4.9 .1 .8
Sweden.......o00 .5 9 .8 .5 .5
Norway......cccu. .5 .3 .4 .2 .3
Singapore........ Y .1 Y/ 4 .2
Haiti.......oce0 Y4 1/ .2 .5 .2
Iceland.......... .2 .3 .3 .2 .2
All other........ 3.0 2.6 1.6 2:1 1:2
Total.......... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ]00.0
GSP Total 2/.. 2.1 3.0 5.6 1.2 1.5
CSP 2/...... 4.9 5.4 1.5 3.0 2.9

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.
4/ These data include exports to Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Certain Frozen Vegetables, NESOI1

1. Introduction

Certain frozen vegetables, nesoi: Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) subheadings for digest products;
a short description; U.S. col. 1 rates of duty as of Jan. 1, 1990; U.S. production status as of
Jan. 3, 1985; and probable effects on U.S. imports and production

Article Probable
Col. 1 produced in effects
rate of the United on U.S.
HTS duty States on imports/
subheading(s) _ Short description® (1/1/90) Jan. 3, 19857 production
Percent
ad_valorem
0710.22.30% Beans, nesoi, frozen (uncooked, or 8.7 Yes [* * *]
blanched), not reduced in size
0710.80.9550 Vegetables, nesoi, frozen (uncooked, 17.5 Yes [* * *]
or blanched), reduced in size, not
. mixed.
0710.90.90 Vegetable mixtures, nesoi, frozen 17.5 Yes [* * x]

(uncooked, or blanched), whether or
not reduced in size.
2004.90.9080 Vegetables and vegetable mixtures, 17.5 Yes [* *x %]
nesoi, prepared or preserved
otherwise than by vinegar or
acetic acid, frozen.

lnesoi means not elsewhere specified or included in the HTSUS.
2probable economic effects advice was provided for frozen green beans under this HTS subheading in
the 1989 annual review of additions to the GSP. On Apr. 27, 1990, the Office of the United States
Trade Representative announced their decisions on annual GSP changes. In that announcement, new
products added to the GSP as a result of the 1989 annual product review and 1989 trade included
“string beans" provided for in the current HTS subheading 0710.22.30, which is to be provided for in
g new HTS subheading 0710.22.25.

Effective Jan. 1, 1990, subheading 0710.22.3000 was divided statistically into two parts at the
request of Canada, for "green and wax" beans and “"other" beans.

Description and uses.—This digest consists of four major fsozen vegetable basket categories,
out of six such frozen vegetable basket categories in the HTSUS.“ By the very nature of tariff-

rate basket classes, especially of vegetables, there are a large number of different kinds of
products covered in this digest.

The principal products provided for under frozen beans, nesoi, HTS subheading 0711.22.30, are
green beans, wax or yellow snap beans, lima beans (including shelled lima beans) entered from June 1
to October 31, and black-eye cowpeas; other kinds of beans are also included.

HTS subheading 0710.80.9550 provides for all reduced in size frozen vegetables that are
uncooked, or cooked by steaming or boiling in water, other than leguminans vegetables, spinach,
sweet corn, bamboo shoots, water chestnuts, mushrooms, tomatoes, brussels sprouts, asparagus,
broccoli, cauliflower, and okra.

HTS subheading 0710.90.90 provides for all mixtures of frozen vegetables (including the
vegetables named above under HTS 0710.80.9550) that are uncooked, or cooked by steaming or boiling
in water, other than mixtures of pea pods and water chestnuts.

This digest includes the following HTS subheadings: 0710.22.30, 0710.80.9550, 0710.90.90, and
2004.90.9080.

25 basket category is an HTS subheading providing for two or more different kinds of vegetables.

The two frozen vegetable basket categories not included in GSP review in this digest are (1) frozen
beans reduced in size (HTS 0710.22.40), and (2) frozen vegetables, nesoi, not reduced in size (HTS
0710.80.70), which is currently GSP eligible. '



Digest No.
0710.22.30

HTS subheading 2004.90.9080 provides for all frozen vegetables and mixtures of frozen
vegetables that are prepared or preserved otherwise than by vinegar or acetic acid, except for
potatoes, antipasto, beans, carrots, sweet corn, and peas. Articles under this subheading may be in
butter sauce, cream sauce, cheese, or other ingredients, or may be cooked or baked before being
frozen.

Most of the vegetables of this digest are high in protein and low in calories and are generally
used as a cooked vegetable, or are served whole, sliced, or chopped as a side dish, in salads or
soups or as a relish.

I1I. U.S. market profile
Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1985-891

Percentage
change,
1988_over
Item 1985 1986 1987 1988 19852 1989
Producers (number)3 ............. **110 **110 **110 **110 - **110
" Employment (1,000 employees).... “ * “ * - *
Shipments (1,000 dollars)®...... **347,000 **359,000 **358,000 **360,000 **1 **360,000
Exports (1,000 dollars)......... 10,756 13,241 13,843 20,251 23 35,343
Imports (1,000 dollars)......... 16,871 27,79 22,896 24,749 14 29,049
Consumption (1,000 dollars)..... **353,115  **373,553  **367,053 **364,498 **1 **353,706
Import to consumption ratio
(percent)...cceeveeenecacnnaes *%5 *x7 *x6 *R7 x%x12 **g
Capacity utilization (percent).. ) * “ “ - *

1Trade data for 1985-1988 were converted from the TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export
statistics to the HTS. Because of the fundamental difference between the HTS classification system
and the TSUSA/Schedule B, trade data for 1985-1988 may not be directly comparable with HTS trade
data for 1989. In this digest of four basket classes, by the very nature of tariff-rate basket
classes, and the large number of different kinds of vegetables covered, the allocation of trade in
HTSUS terms from the former tariff schedules by country of origin is not precise and in some cases
may be misleading. The 1985-88 total trade at the digest level, however, is believed to represent a
{air general-picture for digest product trade levels.

This figure represents the average annual rate of change during 1985-1988.

3Freezers only; in addition, several thousands of producers grow these vegetables under contracts
Zor digest freezers.

Not available.

Estimated production is adjusted for double counting in vegetable mixtures; production quantities
were converted to values at 35 cents per pound. Reported data for 1989 is not yet available.

Comment.—The U.S. vegetable freezing industry consists of many small regional producers
competing with several large national and multi-national processors. The larger firms process
principally under their own private labels for distribution nationwide; in addition, they compete
directly with regional firms for regional brand products. Although quality, service, brand
loyalty/preference, and non—price purchasing incentives are important to most processors, price is
often the most important issue for intermediate and end-use consumers in determining where or from
whom they purchase their frozen product.

U.S. frozen vegetable production (other than potatoes), as reported by the American Frozen Food
Institute (AFFI) covers 36 different frozen vegetable products, of which an estimated 21 are digest
products other than mixtures. The AFFI reports production for 14 different frozen mixed vegetable
combinations, all of which are covered by this digest. The number of producers of each of the
frozen vegetable product categories reported ranges from 1 to 29 producers. The following
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tabulation shows the estimated U.S. production of digest frozen vegetables, and the total reported
U.S. production of frozen vegetable mixtures for 1985-88 (in millions of pounds):

Year U.S. production of digest products
Digest frozen Mixtures of
vegetables frozen vegetables
1985 573 576
1986 606 576
1987 623 571 -
1988 599 614

The above production is not additive because part of the digest frozen vegetables are used in
combination with non-digest frozen vegetables to produce frozen vegetable mixtures. The U.S.
production of non-digest frozen vegetables (other than potatoes) was 2,335 million pounds in 1988.

In the international vegetable freezing industry, access to a steady and abundant supply of raw
vegetables is a major cost advantage for any country, along with a favorable climate for raw-
vegetable production. The major foreign sources for U.S. imports of frozen vegetables possess such
advantages. In addition to comparable processing technology, available transportation, and export-
marketing expertise, Mexico, in particular, has the added advantage to U.S. production of low-cost
labor. The petitioners, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru, share in many of the same advantages as
Mexico, although currently on a much smaller scale.
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ITII. GSP import situation, 1989
U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1989
Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports consumption
1,000 :
dollars
11512 DU 29,049 100 - i xxg
Imports from GSP countries: -
Totall.... . i i 10,007 34 100 **3
[T=Y S 1 o TR 6,219 21 62 *x
Guatemala........ccovvuivennnn. 1,262 4 13 *%(€)
Dominican Republic............. 596 2 6 **(2)
e T 526 2 5 *x(2)

1Imports from the Andean suppliers Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru were negligible in 1989.
2less than 0.5 percent.

In 1989, GSP suppliers provided 34 percent of the imports of digest products as a whole,
however, their share for individual HTS subheadings in this digest ranged from 17 percent to 52
percent. Mexico was the pre?ominant GSP supplier for each of the digest subheadings except for the
subheading on certain beans,” accounting for 10 to 33 percent of total imports in such classes. The
following tabulation shows 1989 digest imports by HTS subheading and the shares by Mexico and all
GSP suppliers:

Digest subheading 1989 Imports Share Supplied by—
(1,000) ALl GSP

suppliers Mexico
(percent) (percent)

0710.22.30. e, 2,873 17 3
0710.80.95 50............ 10,725 40 31
0710.90.90............... 5,468 52 33
2004.90.90 80............ 9.983 2 10

Total..eenueennn... 29,049 34 21

The HTS subheadings for frozen vegetable mixtures (HTS 0710.90.90 and 2004.90.9080) accounted for 53
percent of the digest imports.

. It is relevant to examine imports of all frozen vegetables because all frozen vegetable mixture
import classes are included in the digest. Imported mixtures may be constituted of any combination
of frozen vegetables, such as combinations that when imported singly the ingredient vegetables are
all currently GSP eligible, or combinations of GSP and non-GSP eligible articles, or combinations of
all non-GSP eligible articles. It is noted that the duty savings, if GSP benefits were made
effective, on frozen vegetable mixtures would be 17.5 percent ad valorem. Equally relevant is the
duty on frozen vegetables when entered singly. For example, the rate of duty for both frozen
broccoli and frozen cauliflower is also 17.5 percent, both of which are non-GSP eligible articles?.
The duty savings would apply to frozen broccoli and cauliflower if mixed at the time of entry into
the United States, even if entered in industrial-size tote bins of 1,000 pounds or more each. (Such
containers are typical in the frozen vegetable industry for warehousing.) U.S. imports of all
dutiable frozen vegetables (those having general, column 1 duties) entered in 1989, for both GSP

ln 1989, El Salvador was the predominate GSP supplier of frozen beans, nesoi (HTS 0710.22.30),
accounting for 8 percent of total imports for the subheading.
For additional information on frozen broccoli and frozen cauliflower see Commission report on

Competitive Conditions in the U.S. Market for Asparagus, Broccoli, and Cauliflower, USITC
publication 2136, Nov. 1988.
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eligible on January 1, 1990, and non-GSP articles, are summarized in the following tabulation, by
major vegetable, as named in the HTSUS:

Frozen vegetable Non-digest frozen vegetable imports in 1989 of—
named in_the HTSUS Articles currently Articles not -
GSP_eligible eligible for GSP
($1,000) ($1,000)
BEANS..cvvvnveracoccnnnns eeeeaaens 741 5,333
BrocCOli.eeueeeenereanesenanonnnnns 0 69,325
Brussels SProutS.......oceeevinnnes 2,605 249 il
CArPOtS. i ivvvenenascrncnsesananans : 1,007 452
Cauliflower...coveeeeieennneocnnnns 0 18,611
Leguminous vegetables,
other than beans and peas........ 2,758 332
PEAS. e e ivirenretaccaieettoranaraaas 25,916 1,032
Potatoes. . RRETRERERRTTRE TR REREEER 0 24,795
Sweet COMN .. i iiiencecncncannonan 0 11,167
Vegetables, nesoi, not
reduced in SiZ€....cceevieennnnns 9,317 0
ALL Other...uueeerrenneeeeeeens 407 25,790
5] 2] . 42,751 136,086

1of these sweet corn imports, $948,000 is currently under review for GSP benefits, see digest No.
004.90.9040.
;Includes, in order of value, okra, mushrooms, tomatoes, spinach, asparagus, and fiddlehead greens.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers
Competitiveness indicators for Mexico for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989......c.iiviiiieeirnneranananenes 2
Price elasticity: :
Can the U.S. purchaser easily Sh’lft among this and other suppliers?................ Yes X No __
What is the prlce elasticity of U.S. demand?.......coivivivnnnnnnnnns High _X . Moderate ___ Low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the short term?....coiiiiiiiiiiiineiienenernerossnsnannnns eeiecattseranenanas Yes _X_ No __
Does the country have significant export markets besides the .
United StatesS?. . ..uieeenneeeiieereannneeosocesnnssassnssecsssosasssncssnnnes veee. Yes ___ No X_
Could exports from the country be readily red1str1buted among . .
its foreign export MarKetS?. . uveinieeiieioneenonosnnnacacnnes Ceteeceseteeseeaans Yes ___ No X_
what is the price elast1c1ty of import supply?...coviiiieiinennnnnnns H!gh _X_ Moderate ___ Llow __
Price level comgared with— :
U.S. products™....cvevennnnnnnns eeeteeeteneeatnacatsenaterannons Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below X_
Other foreign products ....... Ceeteceeeseteteacteaesetatranannne Above ____ Equivalent _X_Below __
Quality compareq with—
U.S. ProgdUCES . veeieteeeeesnoscsasnssessosssosscsessansacsanann Above ___ Equivalent _X Below __
—_ Below __

Other foreign products......cceviivieeeeinieennnns ceeeann «ee.... Above _X_ Equivalent

1Alt:hough the bulk of the frozen vegetables from Mexico are of a comparable quality to U.S. produced

frozen vegetables, the Mexican product sells at a lower price because the costs of production are
lower.

Competitiveness indicators for Guatemala for all digest pr‘c::duc:ts1

Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989. .. ... .. .. iiiiiiiriiinnennnaennnnn 4
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X_ No ___
What is the pmce elasticity of U.S. demand?........covivvvvennnenn, High _X Moderate ___ Llow ___
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in
the ShOrt LermM?2. ...t iiiiiertiieieeeoeeneesoeacesnscasessascsoaassnasssncsasnans Yes X No ___
Does the country have significant export markets besides the )
United StateS?. . uuueteeeeeeeeseetssesereosasasnessassassonssssonsessacaasssanaes Yes __ No _X_
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export MArKELS?. e iieierirereoonnecnnsecancnnnnas Cetetibeessetasanaas Yes __ No _X_
What is the price elasticity of import supply .............. ceteteans mgh Moderate Low ___
Price level comgared with— :
U.S. products . . ittt iiiiiieteitieeeesoncenncsensanancanns Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
Other foreign products...... A Ceereteecciaans «e.... Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProduCtsS . . .iieiiiiiieieeereeeranseanssscssoscssssosasaons Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below ___
Other foreign pProducts.....cc.veiriiieeireneeeensanconaccnsnnes Above ___ Equivalent _X Below ___

Imports from this supplier are eligible for duty-free treatment under the CBERA.
Although the bulk of the frozen vegetables from Guatemala are of a comparable quality to U.S.

produced frozen vegetables, the Guatemalan product sells at a lower price because the costs of
production are lower.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers—Continued
Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989.........  eeeeerectenaarnes veeeeess __N/A
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?....... ceeeeses Yes X No ___
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?......cvvveevenienenns .. Bigh _X_Moderate ___ Low ___
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted :
IN the ShOrt TeMMZ. . v vueereeeeacnrorensassesoncassoccnns ceecesseans teteneeeenes Yes _X_ No __
Does the country have s1gmf1cant export markets besides the -
United States?........oecevuvenn Cereiseeeeseea Cersesaeaaerseens Ceeeeanas ceeess Yes __ No _X_
Could exports, from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export markets?..... e eeeteettseisteesanas Ceeeteeieear s Yes ___ No _X_
What is the price elasticity of mport SUPPLY?. i iiii it High _X Moderate ___ Low ___
Price. level compared with—
U.S. ProductS....cceveeeieeeennncnnnecrenaaannns eeesansane vetens Above ___ Equivalent _X Below ___
Other foreign producti ......................................... Above ___ Equivalent _X__ Below ___
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProduCES. ...cvueeeeeiveroonscsnsensascsansesasnssssasssses Above ___ Equivalent ____ Below ___
Other foreign ProduCtS.....c.cviiiieiieeceeeeeeniencesecensannnas Above ____ Equivalent ___ Below ___

INot avai lable for diigeét vaé a whole; quality would vary by commodity and producer, foreign and
domestic. ' ‘

Comment.—In addition to Mexico, and the Andean Group petitioners, other countries that have or
have the potential for a frozen vegetable industry that would stand to benefit by GSP treatment for
digest products are Argentina, Brazil, Egypt, the Phlhppmes Thailand, Turkey, Venezuela, and
Yugos lavia.
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V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The petitioners for articles of this digest were the Governments of Colombia,
Ecuador, and Peru. The Government of Colombia requested GSP benefits for frozen cassava under HTS
0710.80.9550* and for certain frozen asparagus under HTS 2004.90.9080. The Government of Ecuador
requested GSP benefits for frozen green beans under HTS 0710.22.30. And the Government of Peru
requested GSP benefits for frozen lima beans entered from June 1 to October 31 under HTS 0710.22.30,
for frozen baby zucchini under HTS 0710.80.9550, and for mixtures of frozen vegetables, including
“corn, potatoes, carrots, green peas, cauliflower, celery, among others," under HTS 0710.90.90. The
petitioners appeared at the public hearing in support of their requests for GSP status.

Opposition.—Members of the Michigan congressional delegation, Bill Schuette, Guy Vander Jagt,
Fred Upton, Paul Henry, William Broomfield, and Carl Pursell, oppose the granting of GSP status with
regard to asparagus. They state that allowing more fresh, canned, frozen, and other processed
asparagus to be imported will severely cripple the U.S. and Michigan asparagus industries.

Congressman Elton Gallegly of California expressed concern over the possible duty-free treatment
of imports of frozen vegetable mixtures containing broccoli under the Generalized System of
Preferences.

Senator John M. Engler, Majority Leader of the Senate of the State of Michigan, requests that
the U.S. Trade Representative deny the petitions to add asparagus to the Generalized System of
Preferences status. The Senator states that the prospect of increased quantities of fresh, canned,
frozen, or otherwise processed asparagus imports (including frozen vegetable mixtures containing
asparagus) on an increasing saturated market is alarming. He further. stated that Michigan asparagus
growers have made large capital expenditures and production decisions based on current market
projections, and that eliminating import tariffs by adding asparagus to the GSP would put Michigan
asparagus farmers at an unfair competitive position when trying to compete with countries where wage
rates for 1.0 to 1.5 days equals that of 1 hour in Michigan.

The California State World Trade Commission (Commission) opposes granting GSP status to
agricultural products sensitive to import competition. The Commission contends that the GSP program
was enacted by Congress to encourage industrial development, not agriculture. It is clear that new
GSP status for products sensitive to imports, the Commission states, could damage U.S. growers of
these products. Farm specialty products mentioned in the Commission's brief included roses,
tomatoes, asparagus, broccoli, cauliflower, grapes, oranges, strawberries, avocados, vegetables,
fruit, nuts, flowers, and foliage. The Commission states that using GSP to assist competing
agricultural products is not an acceptable alternative for California agriculture. GSP benefits are
too far-reaching to be appropriately used to help the Andean nations. The economic hardship on
California's farm sector will far outweigh what little benefit realistically will accrue to the
Andean nations. ' ’

The City Council of the City of Watsonville, California, by Resolution No. 120-90 adopted on
April 10, 1990, opposes any reduction in the tariff on imported frozen vegetables. The resolution
stated that: agriculture and food processing represent a mainstay of the economic life of
Watsonville and the Pajaro Valley; frozen vegetable imports already represent nearly half the frozen
vegetables consumed in the United States; lifting the frozen vegetable tariff of 17.5 percent would
substantially damage the competitiveness of the Watsonville food processing industry and cause the
loss of thousands of jobs; and, the resolution stated, it is estimated that 1,000 people remain
unemployed as a consequence of damage to Watsonville's downtown in the October 17, 1989, earthquake.

The American Farm Bureau Federation is opposed to granting GSP benefits to the requests of the
Andean countries under review because the Farm Bureau, representing over 3.8 million member
families, has opposed GSP since it was adopted in 1974 on the grounds of opposing unilateral tariff
reductions without obtaining reciprocal tariff or trade concessions. By the voting delegates in
January 1990, the Farm Bureau called “for a return to adherence to the Most-Favored-Nation (MFN)
principle as a step in making GATT a viable organization for handling trade problems."

Yfrozen cassava is being classified by the U.S. Customs Service under HTS subheading 2008.99.65, the
provision for yucca, otherwise prepared or preserved, whether or not containing added sugar or other
sweetening matter or spirit, not elsewhere specified or included. HTS subheading 2008.99.65 is
currently GSP eligible. In keeping with the headnotes to chapter 7 of the HTSUS, cassava and
similar roots and tubers with high starch or inulin content provided for in heading 0714 of

chapter 7 are not vegetables within the meaning of headings 0701 to 0709, therefore, frozen cassava
is not classified as a vegetable. Conversation with the U.S. Customs National Import Specialist, on
Apr. 18, 1990.
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The Michigan Agricultural Cooperative Marketing Association, Inc. (MACMA) presented briefs and
testimony in opposition to GSP treatment for all fresh and processed asparagus products, including
frozen mixtures of two or more vegetables that included asparagus. Frozen vegetable mixtures that
are under review for GSP treatment are HTS subheadings 0710.90.90 and 2004.90.9080. (See separate
digest on asparagus for additional position statements of MACMA.)

The Florida Farm Bureau Federation opposes granting GSP status to agricultural products because
it runs counter to the Most Favored Nation principles, appears to be counter productive to the U.S.
negotiating position in the Uruguay round under the GATT, and resources in recipient countries "tend
to be allocated to the preferentially treated product and may actually hinder etonomic growth." The
Federation stated that GSP on additional agricultural products is inappropriate and damaging to U.S.
farmers because developing countries have an agriculture industry in place that has usually been
trained in the United States, using the latest technology and production techniques, often financed
by U.S. capital, and is highly competitive.

smith Frozen Foods, Inc. of Weston, Oregon (smith), a privately held corporation processing
frozen vegetables, opposes GSP treatment for frozen vegetables. The firm employees 900 seasonal
employees and is concerned that duty-free treatment will negatively affect Smith's business and the
industry in Umatilla County of Eastern Oregon. The firm states further that such GSP treatment has
the potential to put Smith and many other U.S. processors out of business. They stated that Smith
annually produces between 12 percent and 15 percent of the United States' total production of frozen
green peas, sweet corn, carrots and baby lima beans. Central and South American countries have
distinct advantages in labor rates over U.S. firms, Smith stated, and freight rates do not off-set
these advantages in labor as ocean freight to East Coast and Gulf ports would be equal to or less
than Smith's overland rates, they asserted.

Patterson Frozen Foods, Inc., a privately-held vegetable processor located in Patterson,
California, is against the elimination of import duties under the Generalized System of Preferences
for frozen broccoli, frozen cauliflower, and mixtures of frozen vegetables containing broccoli or
cauliflower (under HTS subheading 0710.90.90). “The existing tariff currently supplies domestic
processors with an important tool that assists us in struggling to maintain domestic market share
within a highly-competitive market place," Patterson stated. The firm stated that their concern
regarding the granting of GSP status to these products is that such a change not only affects the
petitioners from the Andean countries but all eligible developing nations. Citing USITC publication
No. 2136 on the Competitive Conditions in the U.S. Market for Asparagus, Broccoli, and Cauliflower,
and citing “fair treatment" and “fair wages" provided to workers by domestic processors, and the
cost of compliance with various regulations administered by the USDA, FDA, EPA, OSHA, and State
regulating bodies, Patterson said that the processor outside of the United States “"has an economic
advantage which translates into a lower cost to do business which gives them greater economic
flexibility within the U.S. marketplace." Should the tariff be lifted and GSP granted, the current -
California domestic frozen vegetable industry would be devastated, Patterson asserted, and foreign
processors with GSP status.would have the ability to lower prices by 17.5 percent and maintain the-
same margin as they currently enjoy. Patterson said that GSP-status "would jeopardize the over 300
‘jobs at our facility that involve the processing of these products." .

Norcal Crosetti Foods, Inc., of Watsonville, california, a processor of frozen vegetables,
testified regarding the negative impact of frozen vegetable imports on the California frozen
vegetable industry. The product on the list for consideration of favorable treatment under the GSP
that they have strongest concern for is frozen asparagus, however, the firm stated, as far as the
negative impact on the California frozen vegetable industry is concerned all products are very
similar, including mixtures of frozen vegetables containing broccoli or cauliflower.

10
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[Probable economic effects advice deleted.]
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[Probable economic effects advice deleted.]
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HTS/TSUSA concordance and TSUSA/HTS col.1 rates of duty, 1985-89
(Percent ad valorem)
HTS TSUSA item No. TSUSA/HTS col. 1 rate of duty
subheadings (and allocation) 1985 - 1986 1987 1988 1989
0710.22.30% - - - - 8.7
135.1000% (90%>) 5.7 10.2 5.2 5.6 -
135.1600% (80%%) 9.5 5.6 10.0 9.8 -
135.8000% (90%) 8.2" 10.9% 8.8" 1014 -
0710.80.9550 - - - - 17.5
138.4650 (°) 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 -
0710.50.90 - - - - 17.5
138.4100 (100%) 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 -
138.4650 (30%) 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 -
2004.90.9080 6 - - - - 17.5
141.8900 (°) 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 -

Mhe specific rate is 7.7 cents per kilogram.

“ 2The specific rate was 3.5 cents per pound.

3The TSUS item was for fresh, chilled, or frozen product and the allocation to frozen is now known
o have been overstated. ]

All, or most, imports of this product, black-eye cowpeas, entered free of duty under CBERA; the AVE
is calculated on the value of all imports.

Allocations were not made to the HTS on a 10-digest bases, and this TSUSA item is not included in
2llocated trade for this HTS item.

Allocations were not made to the HTS on a 10-digit basis, but for purposes of 1985-88 imports for
this digest, 75 percent of the TSUSA item is allocated.

13
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Table 1.
Certain frozen vegetables, n.e.s.o.i.
U.S. imports for consumption, principal sources, 1985-891
Source 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada.......cveeveennn. vee. 2,008 2,700 3,527 4,849 14,271
MEXICO. +vverrerneenrnnnnnn. 11,479 21,641 15,210 15,869 - 6,219
Belgium...vvvreeeernnnnnnn.. 75 36 115 278 1,486
Guatemala......... e 1,137 1,471 - 2,102 1,878 1,262
Dominican Republic.......... 523 412 275 321 596
TaIWAN. v iereeennnnnnnn. 105 312 415 295 542
Costd RiCa..c.vveeeennnnnn.. 9 14 9 3 526
SPAIN. t ettt eeiieaeeenennns P 35 3 3 512
New Zealand................. (%) % % (%) 464
United Kingdom.............. 17 2 48 &) 454
Israel....covvveennennnnnnn. 4 34 32 22 . 348
HUNGArY....ooiveneernnnnnnns 0 0 0 7 315
Poland......... e eeeann % ) &) &) 240
EL Salvador......ooeeen... ’ 310 436 244 224,
ChiNB.eeeeereeeeiaennnnnanns %Z (l) (3) (é) 198
ALl other.......evvveenennn. 1,199 829 672 960 1,392
Total..oovrieeeenennnn. 16,871 27.79% __ 22.896 24,749 29,049
GSP total®................ 13,967 24,165 18,452 18,894 10,007
GSPHA . e 14,091 24,517 18,892 19,208 10,649
Percent
CaNAAB. . v v vveneererennnnnn. 11.9 9.7 15.4 19.6 49.1
" MEXICO. ettt ineeaaaans 68.0 77.9 66.4 64.1 21.4
BelgiUm. .. vvreneeerennnnn.. 4 A .5 1.1 5.1
Guatemala......cooenvvnennnn 6.7 5.3 9.2 7.6 4.3
Dominican Republic.......... 3.1 1.5 1.2 1.3 2.1
Taiwan. ...uue... v .6 1,1 1,8 1,2 1.9
CoSta RICA....uuverrrennnnn.. A ) &3 %) 1.8
SPAINM. et teeerereenanaanns 32 ! 52 ! 1.8
New Zealand.........ccu..... (“) (<) (“) (<) 1.6
United Kingdom.............. .1 &) .2 (&) 1.6
Israel...ceeevnrennnns PO 3 .1 A ! 1.2
HUNGArY...coovevnennennnnnss .0 .0 .0 ) 1.1
POLANG. . eenrneeeenennnn. ) ) o) ) .8
EL Salvador................. 1,6 1,1 1,9 1,0 .8
Chind...vuuunn... e (%) (% (%) (%) .7
ALl other.......civeeennnnn. 7.0 2.9 2.9 3.8 4.8
Total..ovueeeeeeennnnn.. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
GSP total®................ 82.8 86.9 80.6 76.3 34.4
GSPH e 83.5 88.2 82.5 7.6 36.7

lpata for 1985-88 are estimated by assigned allocations made prior to the
implementation of the HTS, from official statistics of the U.S. Department of
Commerce; data for 1989 are compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department
gf Commerce.
Not separately available.
3Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.

ese data include imports from Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty-free treatment.

Note.—Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table II. 07102230
Digest Title: Certain frozen vegetables, n.e.s.o.i.
U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1985-89
Market 1985 1986 1987 1989
Value (1,000 dollars)
[ -1.-1 WO 3,460 5,558 5,769 8,359 164,722
Hong Kong.cceoone 459 744 475 1,018 3,619
Canada...ccooecees 1,382 1,407 1,711 2,347 2,304
Bermuda..ccceeeee 963 1,149 1,258 957 1,713
Netherlands Ant.. 0 0 o 333 1,617
Saudi Arabia..... 440 436 210 192 1,366
Kuwait.cccooooons 194 100 113 101 1,024
ATuba...ccecccces 204 197 325 575 886
Singapore........ 180 286 202 415 756
United Kingdom... 134 217 357 604 701
Australia........ 690 563 396 653 655
United Arab Em... 50 41 54 110 626
Mexicoicoeecesass 110 262 123 130 572
Barbados..cccccoee 57 59 90 133 450
Bahamas...cccoeee 317 109 90 147 364
All other...ccce 22114 22114 22671 4,178 3,967
Total.eveeeoooe 10,756 13,261 13,8643 20,251 35,343
GSP Total }/.. 2,886 2,857 2,915 4,622 8,249
GSP#4 1/ ccvee 2,580 3,957 3,658 6,265 13,058
Percent
JaPAN.cscecoscses 32.2 42.0 %1.7 41.3 41.7
Hong Kong.eeooene 4.3 5.6 3.4 5.0 10.2
Canada.cceecocces 12.8 10.6 12.4 11.6 6.5
Bermuda...cccecee 9.0 8.7 9.1 4.7 4.8
Netherlands Ant.. .0 .0 .0 1.6 6.6
Saudi Arabia..... 4.1 3.3 1.5 .9 3.9
Kuwait....co0c.00 1.8 .8 .8 .5 2.9
ATuba...ccceveesese 1.9 1.5 2.3 2.8 2.5
Singapore........ 1.7 2.2 1.5 2.0 2.1
United Kingdom... 1.2 1.6 2.6 3.0 2.0
Australia........ 6.4 4.3 2.9 3.2 1.9
United Arab Em... .5 .3 % .5 1.8
Mexico.cceecconss 1.0 2.0 .9 .6 1.6
Barbados..cccceee .5 .4 .6 .7 1.3
Bahamas...ccccc0e 2.9 .8 .6 .7 1.0
All other........ 19.7 16,0 19.3 20.6 11.2
Total.ecooeocoes J00.0 100.0 ]100.0 100.0 ]00.0
GSP Total }/.. 26.8 21.6 21.1 22.8 23.3
GSP#4 1/ceceee 3.3 29.9 26.4 20,9 36.9

1/ These data include exports to Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.~--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Sourcae: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Olives, Provisionally Preserved1

I. Introduction

Olives, provisionally preserved: Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) subheadings for digest products;
a short description; U.S. col. 1 rates of duty as of Jan. 1, 1990; U.S. production status as of
Jan. 3, 1985; and probable effects on U.S. imports and production

Article Probable
Col. 1 produced in effects
rate of the United - on U.S.
HTS duty States on imports/
subheadings Short description (1/1/90) Jan. 3, 19857 production
Percent
ad valorem
0711.20.15 Olives, provisionally preserved 2.4% Yes? [* * x]
but unsuitable for immediate
consumption, not pitted, tariff-
rate quota
0711.20.25 Olives, provisionally preserved 8.8% Yes . [* *x *]

but unsuitable for immediate
consumption, not pitted, other
than tariff-rate quota

YMhe tariff rate is limited to the first 4,400 metric tons entered in a calendar year for the

combined imports under HTS subheadings 0711.20.15 and 2005.70.13 for green-in—color olives in a
saline solution in containers each holding more than 8 kilograms drained weight (17.6 pounds) and
Sertified for specific use by the importer. ‘

Because the tariff-rate quota requires that the importer certify to U.S. Customs that the imported
green-in-color olives are to be used for repacking or sale as green olives, the article description
cannot apply to domestic product. The tariff-rate quota became effective Jan. 1, 1989 and was not
applicable on Jan. 3, 1985. Nevertheless, provisionally preserved not pitted green olives were
produced in the United States on Jan. 3, 1985.

Description and uses.—Olives are extremely bitter in their fresh state and must be processed
to become edible. Green Spanish-style olives are processed by fermentation in a brine solution.
Black California-style olives are processed by a caustic method and aerated; such olives are usually
commercially labeled as ripe olives. Both of these styles of olives are prepared from unripe fruit
that is harvested green in color. Other styles of edible olives are also made from unripe or ripe
fruit (the color of ripe fruit is usually dark purple, brown, or black at harvest). Olive
processors hold (inventory) unfinished olives in a brine, or saline, solution in barrels or large
vats before the finished consumer product is processed and packaged in a brine of a lesser
concentration.

The olives of this digest are whole olives with pits, green or not green in color, preserved by
sulphur dioxide gas, in brine (meaning salt brine), in sulphur water or in other preservative
solutions, but unsuitable in that state for immediate consumption. The olives of HTS subheading
0711.20.15 of this digest are further limited in description in that they must be green in color, in
containers holding more than 8 kilograms, and comply with a use certification requirement. The
olives of this digest may be used in the manufacture of Spanish-style or California-style olives, or
may be "finished-product” olives in a state (of preservation) unsuitable for immediate consumption.

Yhis digest includes the following HTS subheadings: 0711.20.15 and 0711.20.25.
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II. U.S. mark fil
Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1985-89%
‘ Percentage
change,
. : : . . 198820ver
Item 1985 1986 1987 1988 1985 1989
Producers (number)............covvvvnnnnnn. 37 37 37 37 - 7
Employment (1,000 employees)............... ) &) (&) - - A
shipments (1,000 dollars).................. * &) ¢ A - &)
Exports (1,000 dollars)........cevvvvennnn. 286 287 404 348 7 275
Imports (1,000 dollars)........covvvennnnn. 2,219 2,0g1 2,797 3,6g3 18 1,820
Consumption (1,000 doltars)................ (%2} ) ) ) - %)
Import to consumption ratio (percent)...... &) &) ) &) &) - *
Capacity utilization (percent)............. **90 **90 **90 **90 - *%90

rade data for 1985-1988 were converted from the TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export
statistics to the HTS. Because of the fundamental difference between the HTS classification system
and the TSUSA/Schedule B, trade data for 1985-1988 may not be directly comparable with HTS trade
ata for 1989. : :

gThis figure represents the average annual rate of change during 1985-1988.

3Not available.

Comment.—This product is for the most part, an intermediate-stage product between raw fruit
and the manufacture of a finished consumer-ready product and, therefore, “consumption* of digest
products and imports-to-consumption ratio data are not meaningful. Domestic shipments are
negligible because processors produce this intermediate stage for their own consumption. Capacity
utilization is an estimate of inventory capacity (tank storage) in use.
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III. GSP import situation, 1989
U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1989
Percent Percent E Percent
of total of GSP . of u.s.
Item Imports imports __imports consumption
1,000
dollars
Totall...iiuiiiiiiaannees 1,820 100 - (2)
Imports from GSP countries: 2
Total.veeerreneeroenenennnns 884 49 100 “)
MEXTCO. v v vvnrnnnnenaaanns ce. 668 37 76 )
APGENLING. .o nnnennnnnnenns 155 9 18 4
TUPKEY .« e e e eennnrereannns ceen 29 2 3 %
Israel’. ..oiiiiiieeeaieeeen 8 * 1 )

l1here were no imports from the Andean Group suppliers Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, and Colombia in 1989.
2ot avai lable. .
3Imports of provisionally preserved olives from Israel would be eligible for duty-free entry under
the GSP, however, imports of these products during 1989 from Israel were excluded from duty-free
2ntry under the provisions of the United States Free Trade Area Implementation Act of 1985.

Less than 0.5 percent.

Comment.—Prior to the HTS virtually all olive imports were classified as “in brine," without
distinction between those provisionally preserved and unsuitable for immediate consumption, as
provided for in the items of this digest, and those ready for immediate use (provided for under
subheading HTS 2005.70). The lack of distinction was due to an established customs practice for
olives in the former tariff schedules, whereas the term "in brine" in the former sc¢hedule was
defined as meaning provisionally preserved, it was not observed for olives. In addition to the HTS
structure changes in converting into the HTS, the tariff structure for olive imports was extensively
reorganized at the same time at the request of the domestic industry, and special tariff-quota
concessions on green olives that were granted to the European Community were also implemented on
January 1, 1989.

The 1985-88 import statistics in table 1 for products of this digest are allocated from former
TSUSA item 148.4440, a provision for “olives in brine, not ripe and not pitted or stuffed, other, in
containers each holding more than 0.3 gallon."

In 1989, Mexico was the principal supplier of the digest products, including non-GSP
suppliers, in terms of quantity. The following tabulation shows the shares by all suppliers of the
quantity of digest products imported, and the average unit price per kilogram, in 1989:

Share of

guantity Average price
Source (percent) (per_kilogram)
MeXTCO..uuvunnosasanrenns 42 $0.75
£y oL} 1 3 VA 35 1.00
Argentina.....cceceveennn 14 .53
GreeCe.....ccovveecnnnnne 5 1.42
Portugal......... 2 1.3
Tur'key...i............... 1 1.01
All other-....... ceteeane 1 1.70

1(:hile, Israel, and Lebanon.

Because the duty rates are specific (7.4 cents per kilogram for non—quota digest olives) the
ad valorem equivalent (AVE) of the duty rate is highest for suppliers with the lowest average price.
The AVE for Argentina, for example, was 14.0 percent, and that for Mexico was 9.9 percent. Non-
quota olives accounted for 97 percent of the digest imports, by quantity.
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Imports under HTS subheading 0711.20.15, a digest item, are for a new (effective in 1989)
tariff-rate quota provision with a limit of 4,400 metric tons per calendar year, and the quota is
shared with imports under a non—digest item, HTS subheading 2005.70.13. In 1989, the quota-
quantity of imports for these two green olive quota provisions were as follows:

Quota imports

HTS subheading (metric_tons)
0711.20.15.......... 58
2005.70.13.......... 1,779
Total............. 1,837

It is likely that the products under review in this digest are not the same olive products
envisioned by the petitioner to be exported. Almost all explanations in the petition imply a
request for a finished processed olive product, rather than provisionally preserved olives for
processing that are discussed in this digest. For example, under “Supporting Criteria" the
petition refers to the difficulty in competing "with EC developed countries in the supplying of this
product" to U.S. markets, in "the high cost of special packing (in Peru) as well as of the freight,”
and “as processed fruit, olives represent a great agricultural potential.®
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers
Competitiveness indicators for Mexico for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989.......cciiirriieriiiinnnnnnnnnas . 2
Price elasticity: : .
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among thls and other suppliers?................ Yes _X_ No __
What is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?"............ cesecaes «... High _X_Moderate ___ Low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted )
in the short term?........... Gt eeesetiecsetasesctttncesasensasnoas Ceerenanes ... Yes __ No _X
Does the country have significant export markets besides the .
United States?........... Ceeeetniaan Ceccsecesstssacsnssasesesanes tessecssesceses. YOS _ " No _X
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export markets?........ccovvvniinnneeess veesesne checessenerenennas eeeo Yes __ No _X
What is the price elasticity of import supply?........cceven.... ee.... High ___ Moderate _X Low __
Price level comgared wi th—
U.S. products®............. Ceeieesenes teeieeenans cecaeas «ee.... Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below __
Other foreign products, A\r‘gentina3 ............... ceeeeseeees ... Above _X_ Equivalent ___ Below __
Quality compared with—
U.S. products......... JREEEE cesenens eeseeseiaaia. [ .... Above ___ Equivalent _X _ Below __
Other foreign products™............... R, ceceserceesese.... AbOVe ___ Equivalent ___ Below __

lporice elasticity is high for supplemental supplies, however, nearly all of the U.S. demand is

provided by captive supplies (U.S. growers). The only domestic consumers of digest products are
.S. processors.

Not available because digest products are not traded domestically. )
3Based on 1989 unit values of imports, the only information available, Mexico's product is valued

Qigher than that of Argentina, the other significant GSP supplier in 1989.
Not available. :

Competitiveness indicators for Argentina for all digest products

Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989................ Ceeetssettsenenanns 4!
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............ ... Yes _X_ No

what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in

the short term?. ... .iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinenienennnnnns Ceeeeeeeresenanns ceese.. Yes __ No _X_
Does the country have significant export markets besides the .
United States?. ... .u.uiiiiieinreennnneeeeneeennnnnnneens eeeeae. Cheeeereeeanan . Yes X 'No ___
© Could exports from the countrx be readily redistributed among
its foreign export MarKetsS? .. . .. ...ttt iiiiiiiiiieeerennenennnneeonnneonnnans Yes ___ No ___
What is the price elasticity of import supply?.......cciviviiennnnn. High ___ Moderate _X Low ___
Price level comgared with— ,
U.S. produets™ . .ottt tiiiiieieteeneeteenennnnanns ceeeen Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below ___
Other foreign produgts ......................................... Above ____ Equivalent ___ Below _X_
Quality compared with —
U S, ProdUCES. .ttt ittt ittt e, Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below ___
Other foreign products......ccviieiiiiiiiininiiininennnnnn. .... Above ___ Equivalent __ Below ___

....................... High _X_ Moderate ___ Llow __

This source appears to be a new supplier of provisionally preserved olives, if trade is accurately

glassified; there were virtually no imports from this source in the allocated 1985-88 trade.
Price elasticity is high for supplemental supplies, however, nearly all of the U.S. demand is

provided by captive supplies (U.S. growers). The only domestic consumers of digest products are
.S. processors.

Not available because digest products are not traded domestically.
“Not available. ’
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers—Continued
Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989............ ceteeeeaaes I .
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among thls and other suppliers?........ cesese. Yes X No ___
What is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?®...... ceserercasecs.... High X Moderate __ Low ___
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the short term?........ teeeieesrensenns ceeerens teceersettetiatittiiecsama... YOS No X
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
United States?......iuveiiniiiiniienininiineneernenannnns ceeeees Ceteeteieennaann Yes X No ___
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export markets?........ et eeeiieeeee ettt ee ettt e st e Yes _X_ No ___
what is the price elasticity of import supply?........eevevuvunnnnn. High __ Moderate _X Low ___
Price level comgared with—
U.S. products. ..ottt e ceesesee.... Above ___ Equivalent __ Below ___
Other foreign product53 ...................... ceeeresceaaiau.. Above __ Equivalent ___ Below ___
Quality compared wi th3—
L T <= T < Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below ___
Other foreign ProduCtS.....uuvieievieeneeeneneeneenennnnnnns ... Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below -

Yprice elasticity is high for supplemental supplies, however, nearly all of the U.S. demand is

provided by captive supplies (U.S. growers). The only domestic consumers of digest products are
g.s. processors.

Not available because digest products are not traded domestically.

3Not available.

Comment.—GSP suppliers as a group supplied 49 percent of the digest imports, making them, as a
group, the number one ranked supplier in 1989.
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V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The Government of Peru is the petitioner for “table black olives in brine,
processed of different sizes and diameters.” The petition further jdentifies the products to be
exported as former TSUS items 148.46 and 148.48 for, respectively, as stated in the petition,

“mglijves in brine, ripe, not pitted, not green in color and not packed in airtigh{ containers of
glass, metal, or glass and metal* and “other olives in brine, ripe, not pitted."" The petition
cites HTS subheadings 0711.20.15 and 0711.20.25 for their requests. These subheadings provide for
not pitted olives, provisionally preserved, but unsuitable in that state for immediate consumption
(nearly all of which are green). The petitioner appeared at the public hearing in support of their
request for GSP-status for olives.

Opposi tion.—The Honorable William M. Thomas of California submitted a written statement
asserting that the U.S. olive industry remains import-sensitive and merits additional protection.
He requested that duties be retained on all olive products, particularly on black olives.
California's industry already faces serious competition in its black olive market, whereas imports
accounted for 26 percent of the black ripe olive market in 1988, a significant increase over the 1"
percent share by imports during the 1984/85 marketing year. He stated that “quality is less
important than price to the pizza chains and food service firms in the commercial market, perhaps
explaining the importation and processing into black ripe california styles of Spanish green and
Mexican fresh olives by some firms." In view of the market penetration already achieved by foreign
olives, he stated, duty-free products would endanger producer' position and removing duties would
confer an additional advantage on imports. Congressman Thomas stated that the California Olive
Association believes that elimination of duties on HTSUS 0711.20.15 articles would give importers a
$37 per metric ton advantage at the wholesale level, while eliminating tariffs on items dutiable
under HTSUS 0711.20.25 would give importers as much as a $74 per metric ton advantage. In keeping
with the requirements of the GSP program, duties should be maintained on these articles both for
exports from the Andean Nations Group and other BDC exporters, he concluded.

The California State World Trade Commission (Commission) opposes granting GSP status to
agricultural products sensitive to import competition. The Commission contends that the GSP program
was enacted by Congress to encourage industrial development, not agriculture. It is clear that new
GSP status for products sensitive to imports, the Commission states, could damage U.S. growers of
these products. Farm specialty products mentioned in the Commission's brief included roses,
tomatoes, asparagus, broccoli, cauliflower, grapes, oranges, strawberries, avocados, vegetables,
fruit, nuts, flowers, and foliage. The Commission states that using GSP to assist competing
agricultural products is not an acceptable alternative for California agriculture. GSP benefits are
too far-reaching to be appropriately used to help the Andean nations. The economic hardship on
California's farm sector will far outweigh what little benefit realistically will accrue to the
Andean nations. -

The American Farm Bureau Federation is opposed to granting GSP benefits to the requests of the
Andean countries under review because the Farm Bureau, representing over 3.8 million member ‘
families, has opposed GSP since it was adopted in 1974 on the grounds of opposing unilateral tariff
reductions without obtaining reciprocal tariff or trade concessions. By the voting delegates in
January 1990, the Farm Bureau called wfor a return to adherence to the Most-Favored-Nation (MFN)
_principle as a step in making GATT a viable organization for handling trade problems."

The Florida Farm Bureau Federation opposes granting GSP status to agricultural products because
it runs counter to the Most Favored Nation principles, appears to be counter productive to the U.S.
negotiating position in the Uruguay round under the GATT, and resources in recipient countries “tend
to be allocated to the preferentially treated product and may actually hinder economic growth." The
Federation stated that GSP on additional agricultural products is inappropriate and damaging to U.S.
farmers because developing countries have an agriculture industry in place that has usually been
trained in the United States, using the latest technology and production techniques, often financed
by U.S. capital, and is highly competitive.

lynder the HTSUS, black olives, not pitted, and canned in airtight containers are dutiable under

subheading 2005.70.50, and black olives, not pitted, packed in airtight containers of glass or metal
other than being canned are dutiable under subheading 2005.70.70.
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The California Olive Association, representing seven processors who commercially process
virtually all of the U.S. production of canned ripe olives, opposes GSP duty-free treatment of
olives. The olives under review are provisionally preserved, but unsuitable in that state for
jmmediate consumption. The Association stated that such olives when washed clear of the temporary
preservation solution are directly competitive with fresh olives, and after appropriate reprocessing
such imported olives are directly competitive with California canned ripe olives, The Association
asserts that the U.S. consumer demand for olives is relatively inelastic and that imports do not
increase olive consumption. They stated that olives are highly import sensitive products because of
their relative price inelasticity and because olive trees bear fruit for hundreds of years whereas
production cannot be turned on and off, and, therefore, olives should not be subjected to GSP duty-
free treatment (citing section 501(b)(10) of the Trade Act of 1975, as amended). The Association
asserts that GSP duty-free treatment on olives would have serious adverse economic effects on U.S.
olive growers, canners, and cannery workers.

In addition, the California Olive Association provided the following reasons (summarized
briefly) for not granting GSP status to the provisionally preserved olives of this digest: GSP
treatment would impare the value to the European Community of the 1988 trade agreement that resolved
the citrus/pasta dispute and established the tariff quotas on olives; GSP treatment would give
Israel an uncompensated concession incompatible with the U.S.-Israel FTA agreement because olives
are one of a handful of commodities for which the duties for Israel were frozen until 1995; there is
no statistical record, other than for 1989, on imports of the provisionally preserved olives classes
that were created for the HTS and, therefore, there is no basis for informed judgement in estimating

- the probable effects of GSP status; GSP reviews for fresh olives, the closest description to
provisionally preserved olives prior to the HTS, states the Association, because both are inedible,
were rejected on two previous occasions; and five of the seven member canners of the Association are
located in California counties designated by the U.S. Department of Labor's Employment and Training
Administration as “Labor Surplus Area" counties, and thousands of independent growers and cannery
workers would be adversely affected by the loss of their jobs and income to increased imports.
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[Probable economic effects advice deleted.]
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HTS/TSUSA concordance and col.1 rates of duty, 1985-89
(Percent ad valorem)
HTS JSUSA item No. TSUSA/HTS col. 1 rate of dut .
subheadings (and allocation) 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
0711.20.15% - - - - 2.4
148.4440% (0%) 1.9 7.3 9.5 7.6 -
0711.20.25°3 - - - - 8.8
148.4440% (55%) 11.9 7.3 9.5 7.6 -

The specific rate of duty is 3.7 cents per kilogram on the drained weight.

The specific rate of duty was 20 cents per gallon.

3The specific rate of duty is 7.4 cents per ki logram on the drained weight.
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) Digest No.
Table I.- 07112015

Digest Title: Olives, provisionally preserved
U.S. imports for consumption, principal sources, 1985-89

Source 1985 . 1986 _ 1987 1988 1989

Value (1,000 dollars)

Spain....cceceeee 1,314 1,265 1,396 2,357 735
MexXiCo..eeveoooae %18 85 604 565 668
Creece...cceoevee 271 369 547 499 161
Argentina........ ¢ 0 0 0 185
Portugal..cccoees 121 161 108 118 40
TurkeY..coeococeee 0 : [+] o [ 29
Chile..ceeecsoans o 0 1] 10 20
Israel...ccoecocne 28 14 19 16 8
LebanoN...cecoees 0 0 1 2 5
Canada..ccceoccee 12 7 20 10 0
Suriname....ccee [} 0 [} 0 0
United Kingdom... 4 2 0 () 0
Netherlands...... 0 10 0 0 0
France...cceoceees 10 8 13 24 [+]
West Germany..... 0 0 3 ] o
All other........ 36 79 57 _59 0
Total..ccoeeeee 2,219 2,001 2,767 3,663 1,820
GSP Total 2/.. 456 105 633 596 884
GSP+4 2/.ccveee 456 105 633 596 884
Percent

Spaif..cocecccccs 59.2 63.2 50.% 6%.3 40.%
Mexico..cceeeecce 18.8 4.3 21.8 15.4 36.7
BGreece....coecoes 12.2 18.4 19.8 13.6 8.8
Argentina........ .2 .0 .0 .0 8.5
Portugal.....cc.. 5.4 8.1 3.9 3.2 2.2
TurkeY coocococsos .0 .0 .0 S | 1.6
Chile..ccceeccees .0 .0 .0 : .3 1.1
Israel.cceccocsne 1.2 .7 T .4 L .G
Lebanon....cccees .0 .0 Y 1/ .3
Canada..cceecoces .6 .3 .7 .3 .0
Suriname.....cce0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
United Kingdom... .2 .1 .0 .0 .0
Netherlands...... .0 .5 .0 .0 .0
FrancCe....ceeecee .5 .4 .5 .7 .0
West Germany..... .0 .0 .1 .0 .0
All other........ 1.6 4.0 2.1 1.6 .0
Total...ccoovee 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 20.6 _ 5.3 22.9 16.3 48.6
GSP+G 2/cccens 20.6 __5.3 22.9 16.3 48.6

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.

2/ These data include imports from Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table II. 07112015

Digest Title: Olives, provisionally preserved :
U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1985-89

Market 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada..ccecacens 212 258 243 293 212
I - T-1- 1, JO 0 2 21 2 32
United Kingdom... 0 0 0 ) 16
Mexico...ceeeeens 8 2 3 8 10
Panama....ceceeee 5 3 0 [} 5
Guatemala........ 1 0 0 [+] 0
El Salvador...... 0 0 (1] 1 0
Honduras......... 0 0 [} 0 0
Costa Rica....... 1 1 0 2 0
Bermuda.....c000. 4 1 4 0 0
Jamaica.ccecosase 0 3 0 0 o
Haiti............ 1 o 24 0 0
Dominican Rep.... 0 0 0 [} 0
Grenada.....ccc..0 1 (] [} ] ]
Barbados......... 1 3/ 0 0 0
All other........ 53 17 8 43 0
Total....coevee 286 287 404 348 275
GSP Total 2/.. 40 . 14 37 13 15
GSP+4 2/...... 57 26 40 45 15
Percent
Canada...coeaenee 7.3 89.8 85.0 84.% 77.0
JapaN..cccececcnes .0 .7 5.2 .5 11.7
United Kingdom... .0 .0 .0 .0 5.9
MexicOo..ceeeccaae 2.9 .7 .8 2.2 3.5
Panama....ccccecee 1.6 .9 .0 .0 1.9
Guatemala........ .2 .0 .0 .0 .0
El Salvador...... .0 .0 .0 .2 .0
Honduras......... .0 .0 .0 .0 ) .0
Costa Rica....... .2 .3 .0 .5 .0
Bermuda.......... 1.4 .3 1.0 .0 .0
Jamaica....cc00.0 .0 .9 .0 .0 .0
Haiti............ .4 .0 6.0 .0 .0
Dominican Rep.... .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Grenada.....o0000 .4 .0 .0 .0 .0
Barbados......... .2 1/ .0 .0 .0
All other........ 18.4 6.1 2.0 12.3 .0
Total...ooveeen 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 6.2 4.9 9.1 3.7 5.6
GSP+4 2/ccceen 20.1 9.1 9.8 12.8 5.4

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.

2/ These data include exports to Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Digest No.
0714.10.00

Cassava, Fresh or Dried

I. Introduction

Cassava, fresh or dried: Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) subheading for digest product; a short
description; U.S. col. 1 rate of duty as of Jan. 1, 1990; U.S. production status as of Jan. 3, 1985;
and probable effects on U.S. imports and production

Article Probable
Col. 1 produced in effects
rate of the United on U.S.
HTS duty States on imports/
subheading Short description (1/1/90) Jan. 3, 19857 production
Percent
ad valorem
0714.10.00 Cassava (Manioc), fresh or dried 25%! Yes [* > x]

whether or not sliced or in the
form of pellets.

The temporary modifications established pursuant to trade legislation for HTS item 0714.10.00,
which became effective Jan. 1, 1990, under HTS subheading 9903.10.03, are as follows:

Jan. 1, 1990 to June 30, 1990—22%

July 1, 1990 to June 30, 1991—19%

July 1, 1991 to Dec. 31, 1992—18.8%

Description and uses.—Cassava, also called tapioca, yuca, or manioc, is a tropical root crop
that is used as a basic food staple in Latin America, Africa, and Asia. Two types are available,
the sweet and the bitter. The sweet type, grown mainly for eating as a vegetable, is frequently
used in soups and stews. The bitter type, grown for commercial purposes, is converted into meal, or
flour and is used to make tapioca, food preparations, and animal foods.
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II. U.S. market profile
Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1985-89!

Percentage

- change,

1988_over
Item 1985 1986 1987 1988 19852 1989
Producers (nu:lber)3....,......... .......... *1,336 *1,271  *1,206 *1,200 *-4 *1,190
Employment (1,000 employees)............... 4 * ) My %
Shipments (1,000 dollars)®................. **2,200 **2,020 **1,840 **1,660 **-9 **1,580
Exports (1,000 dollars)................ eee (M 5] 59! “ (M 15
Imports (1,000 dollars).......... R L ) (%) S (5 2,313
Consumption (1,000 dollars)............... ) *y “ * & **3 878
Import to consumption ratio (percent)...... 4 * (% (4 *xg()
Capacity utilization (percent)............. o) 4 4 (% *

YMrade data for 1985~-1988 were converted from the TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export
statistics to the HTS. Because of the fundamental difference between the HTS classification system
and tt;e T;sgg';/Schedule B, trade data for 1985-1988 may not be directly comparable with HTS trade
ata for .
g1’his figure represents the average annual rate of change during 1985-1988.

Farms.

“Not available.

Production estimated by staff of ITC from Census of Agriculture, Puerto Rico, 1987 and phone call

Mar. 27, 1990 with Dade County Extension Service, Homestead, FL.

Not available. Prior to 1989, imports of the products of this digest were included in a basket
category which was allocated into 8 HTS subheadings. The allocation for products of this digest was
zero.

Comment.—Cassava is produced commercially in Puerto Rico and Florida for consumption. ALl of
the cassava produced in Florida and most of the cassava produced in Puerto Rico is reported to be
consumed in the fresh form. In 1985, there were approximately 1,336 farms in Puerto Rico producing
cassava. By 1989, the number had decreased by 11 percent to 1,190 farms producing the same amount
of product. In Florida, annual production of cassava occurred on 840 acres, and averaged $1.4
million in value for the 5-year period.
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III. GSP_import situation, 1989
U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1989
Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports __imports —_consumption
1,000
dollars
TOLBLe e v eernsnsennsnnnaeeesss 2,313 100 - **60
Imports fgom GSP countries: _
Totalle . oeereveeneenannaeaees 2,31 99 100 **60
CoSta RiCB...cvvererocarscnonns 2,160 93 93 **56
Dominican Republic.......cceeee 81 4 4 *x2
Philippines........ teeresaenas . 52 2 2 Rk

TONGR. v v v vren ieeeeeees eeeens 8 : ) - xx (%)

1Inpor‘ts from Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, and Colombia were insignificant in 1989.
2l ess than 0.5 percent.

Comment.—Data on U.S. imports of fresh cassava (manioc), as reported under pPlant Protection
and Quarantine Programs of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, indicate that the Dominican Republic
is the principle supplier in recent years. For example, for the year ending September 1987 {(the
latest data available), such imports amounted to 14.2 million pounds from the following sources:

share of total

Source (percent)
pominican Republic...... 85
Costa RiCa...cevecaceres 1
HondUras. .c.ceveeessenns 2
Ecuador....ceovevecseene 1

Other Latin American
COUNtrieS..coeenereses (1]
All other...........

Total............... EB

1 ess than 0.5 percent.
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Iv. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers
Competitiveness indicators for Costa Rica for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989......cccveiiiivecnennns ereseaaans 1
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?................ Yes _X_ No __
what is the pr1ce elasticity of U.S. demand?............ vesesssssesss High ___ Moderate Low _X
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the short term?.......coivviiiivinnnnnnns Ceeeteeaeeetsesacestesntreteeaesonas Yes ___ No X
Does the country have significant export markets besides the -
United States?.....ocveeeenrnennceseecasnasnasnnnns Ceeeetieeetenaaeaeaeaeaeaenaa.. Yes X No __
Could exports from the country be readily redlstrlbuted among
its foreign export markets?.................. D (X I I §
What is the price elasticity of import supply?.......... ...... ceeeae . High _X_Moderate ___ Low __

Price level comgared with—

U.S. products .. .eeerrnecerneenacnnnns Ceeeesesecettitersiaaenna Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below __
Other foreign products............. ceseaes eecsecsanas eerenenns Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below __
Quality compared with—
U.S. products....ccveeeeenecneinnns Chereeenae cereseneee heeeeenn Above _X_Equivalent __ Below __
Other foreign products......ccceveveverenenenenes ceeeen eee.e.... Above ___ Equivalent _X Below __
Competitiveness indicators for Dominican Republic for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989......ccivvriiiennnns eeteeneeanen 2
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X_ No ___
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?................ veee.... High ___ Moderate __ Low _X_
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in
the Short ferm?. . it iiiiiiinerteenonnenssonsonssssansanas i Yes ___ No _X_
Does the country have significant export markets besldes the
United States?. . iuuttteiiiiiiiiiieieiiiieeneeeeeteeeoassssessaasasasaseonnnnnns Yes _X_ No ___
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export markets?........ccviveiennoannnns Ceeereseresanana Ceeeeeteaaans Yes ___ No _X_
what is the price elasticity of import supply? .......... teeesesenoas High _X_Moderate ___ Low ___
Price level cmgared with—
U.S. products ™. cieriiieneeirenrenncenannennns Ceteereseaann .... Above ___ Equivalent __ Below ___
Other foreign products.........ceeeveveeneeencanns tesesesana .... Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below ___
Quality compared with—
U.S. products......coovveiiennnn. Cetesetieieiitieteesaanas «ee.. Above _X_ Equwalent Below ___
Other foreign products... ......... Cerreieaaaeas veeeseiesae.... Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below __

Inot available.
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1IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers—Continued
Competitiveness indicators for Ecuador? for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989........ccievvreenn.. Ceeretecanene 3
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes _X_ No ___
What is the prlce elasticity of U.S. demand?.........cccvuuns eeevs.. High ___ Moderate ___ Low _X
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in
the short term?. . ..c.veiiiiiiiieiiieeeeneroriosenvoneaasnnnes Ceetessetaeaavenaans Yes ___ No _X_
Does the country have significant export markets be51des the -
United SEateS?. ...t iiiiiinetetietennnnesssoasesseneseeessasnescnsans eee.. Yes X No ___
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among .
its foreign export markets?.....cooeiviiinnenns e eesieereeeretrsas st eseaannas Yes ___ No _X_
What is the price elast1c1ty of import supply?.....ccoviiiiiiinnnn. H1gh _X_ Moderate ___ Low ___
Price level com?ared with—
U.S. ProduCES ..ttt iiiieienrenreanennennnennsonnanans P Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below ___
Other foreign products et teeateaaneototasataaanatnnennanananns Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below ___
Quality compared with—
U.S. products ™. iiiiiieiiieerecionanessoncroanonsnnenns ersenns Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below ___
Other foreign products1 ........ N PP Above ____ Equivalent ___ Below ___

INot available.

This Andean country ranked fourth as a U.S. supplier under Plant Protection and Quarantine, APHIS,
USDA, 1987. See comment on p. 4.

Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products

Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989. ... . ciiiiiriiiieriinnnreennnannns N/A
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X No ___
What is the pr1ce elasticity of U.S. demand?........cccvevvnnnnns «e.. High ___ Moderate ___ Low _X
Can production 'in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the Short eMmM?. ... .ttt iiiiiiiieerreeteneeeecassseosonsanacnsannnnanss Yes ___ No _X_
Does the country have significant export markets bes1des the
United States?....iieieiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeenennenennnncnsesansnns Ceteeaaes vesessee. Yes X No
Could exports from the country be readily red1str1buted among _
its foreign export markets?.....ciiiiiinnns Ceesereesnarsaenns testessaseeccnseses Yes _ No _X
What is the price elast1c1ty of import supply? teeerenenaassseeane.. High _X_ Moderate ___ Low ___
Price level comqared with— :
U.S, ProduCEsS .. iiiiiiiierieeeesenennsnecnnocesannenas eeseeees Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below ___
Other foreign products.......ceevevuenninnnnn teeeseenseessae.. Above __ Equivalent _X Below ___
Quality compared with—
U.S. products...... it teresteeetetasaettecannaataneenan veeee...: Above _X_Equivalent ___ Below ___
Other foreign products............ Ceeeteiereeietenteeaanias .... Above ____ Equivalent _X Below ___

Comment.—Data on U.S. imports of fresh cassava (manioc), as reported under the Plant
Protection and Quarantine Programs of the U.S. Department of Agriculture in 1987 (the latest data
available), indicate that the Dominican Republic is the principal supplier of cassava to the U.S.
fresh market followed by Costa Rica and Honduras, respectlvely

Cassava is a unique product with a specific demand in the United States. Changes in the price
are believed to have a small effect on quantities sold. Therefore, it is believed that the price
elasticity of demand is low. In addition, some domestic consumers perceive the imported product as
being of a h1gher quality then its domestic counterpart; therefore, consumers are also willing to
pay a higher price for the imported product.

Ecuador and the other Andean countries are not significant producers/exporters of fresh

cassava. Ecuador does export more fresh cassava than other Andean countries; however, it is small
in comparison to the leading supplier.

The Dominican Republic, Costa Rica, and Honduras, the leading suppliers of fresh cassava in
1989, are currently receiving duty-free treatment under CBERA.
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V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The petitioner is the Government of Colombia which stated that Colombia is a
sizeable grower of fresh cassava and, given the size of the Hispanic population in the United
States, would likely be able to export this product successfully with GSP designation. The
petitioner also stated that increase exports to the United States will result in higher production
and employment, and increase profits to related upstream and downstream industries, while assisting
in strengthening the overall Colombian economy.

Opposition.—The American Farm Buréau Federation is opposed to granting GSP benefits to the
requests of the Andean countries under review because the Farm Bureau, representing over 3.8 million
member families, has opposed GSP since it was adopted in 1974 on the grounds of opposing unilateral
tariff reductions without obtaining reciprocal tariff or trade concessions. By the voting delegates
in January 1990, the Farm Bureau called "for a return to adherence to the Most-Favored-Nation (MFN)
principle as a step in making GATT a viable organization for handling trade problems."

The Florida Farm Bureau Federation opposes granting GSP status to agricultural products because
it runs counter to the Most Favored Nation principles, appears to be counter productive to the U.S.
negotiating position in the Uruguay round under the GATT, and resources in recipient countries "tend
to be allocated to the preferentially treated product and may actually hinder economic growth." The
Federation stated that GSP on additional agricultural products is inappropriate and damaging to U.S.
farmers because developing countries have an agriculture industry in place that has usually been
trained in the United States, using the latest technology and production technlques often financed
by U.S. capital, and is highly competitive.
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'[Probable economic effects advice deleted.]
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HTS/TSUSA concordance and col.1 rates of duty, 1985-89
(Percent ad valorem)

HTS TSUSA item No. TSUSA/HTS col. 1 rate of duty
subheading (and_allocation) 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
0714.10.00 - - - - 25

137.97. 751 (0%) 25 25 25 25 -

193.25.60 Free Free Free Free -

Ipried cassava was classified as a crude vegetable substance nspf in the TSUSA. There was no
allocation from this extensive basket class into the HTS for this item.
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Digest¢ Title: Cassava, fresh or dried
U.S. isports for consumption, principal sources, 1985-89

Jource 19865 1986 1987 1988 1989
Yalye (1,000 dollars)
Cogta Rica....... ¢ (] ] 0 2,160
Dominican Rep.... ] 0 0 0 81
Philippines...... c 0 0 0 52
TONGBecocosaasscs 0 0 0 0 8
Iszael.ccceaeancs 1] 0 0 0 7
Guatemala..cocoee 1] ] 0 0 2
GreecC8..cccoosesce ] 9 1) 1] 2
Totalevseseoces 9 9 Q 9 2,313
GSP Total }1/.. (‘] 9 9
GSP+%@ 1/ccccen (1] ('] 9 9 22311
Percent
Costa Rica....... .9 .0 .0 .0 93.4
Dominican Rep.... .0 .0 .0 .0 3.5
Philippines...... N .0 .0 .0 2.3
TORGBesvecesancns .G .0 .0 .0 .3
Iszeel.ccceccccce .0 .8 .0 .0 .3
Guatemala.ccceoee .0 .0 .0 .0 .3
GreeCB8ccccccvcane 20 0 ] — 21
Total.eccooeones .0 : ) 20 .0 100.0
GSP Total }/.. .8 20 ] 20 99.9
GSP#6 1/cccene N] 0 .0 .0 99.9

Y/ Theso data include imports from Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries ars cucrently ineligible for GSP duty free treatament.

Note.--Becsuse of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.
Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

|-t
o
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Table II. 071641000

Digest Title: Cassava, fresh or dried .
U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1985-89

Nagket 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
Yalue (1,000 dollags)
Netherlands Ant.. 0 0 0 223 12
Canada.cccecceces 698 733 702 928 2
Hexicoeceeoeosons 18 22 22 16 o
Guatemala.....c.. (] 1 (] 0 0
Belize....cc000e0 3 1 ) V4 ) V4 0
El Salvadofece.c.. 1/ 0 ] -0 (]
Honduras......... 0 1 1 1 0
Costa Rica....... 1/ 1 1/ 0 o
Panama.ccccoeccss 1/ ) V4 2 3 (]
Bermuda..ccceeose 53 53 43 a3 0
Bahamas...ccccv.e 150 408 2648 230 [}
JamaiCl.ccceceone 1 V4 [} 0 o
Turks & Caic Is.. Y 2 (] 0 0
Cayman IS..cocc00 5 11 7 7 0
Hadtdi..oooeennnee (] [ 1 2 (]
All other.ccc.... 432 158 12119 921 9
Totalecoeeooone 12360 1,987 22185 2:913 15_
GSP Total 2/.. 459 269 (17 7V B |
GSPe¢& 2/...... 499 895 246 877 12
Percent
Netherlands Ant.. .0 .0 .0 9.2 86.0
Canaddcccccccenes 51.3 36.9 32.7 38.5 . 14,0
Mexico.ceeceseees 1.3 1.1 1.0 7 .0
Guatemala.....o. .0 .1 .0 .0 .0
a.l‘z.....'.'.... .z .1 1/ 1/ .o
El Salvador...... ) V4 .0 .0 .0 .0
Honduras...ceo000 .0 Y Y ) V4 .0
Costa Rica....... ) V4 Y ) V4 .0 . .0
Panama.ccccocceee 1/ 1/ .1 .1 .0
Berauda..ccesesee 3.9 2.7 2.0 3.4 .0
Bahamas.cceccoeee 11.0 20.5 11.6 9.5 .0
Jamaich.cccocecee .1 ) V4 .0 .0 .0
Turks & Caic Is.. Y o1 .0 .0 .0
Cayman IS..cccecee N 3 6 .3 .3 .0
h‘t‘o;oc-otooooo 0° lo 1/ .‘ .°
All otheTeceeecss 31.8 38.0 52.2. 38.2 R
Totaleeeconeene 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 33.8 43.7 41,7 28.2 26.0
CSP4 2/ccccee 16,0 45,1 94,1 36.3 86.0

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.

2/ These data include exports to Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are curreatly ineligible for GSP duty free treataent.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Fresh Pineapple, In Crates or Packages

1. Introduction

Fresh pineapple, in crates or packages: Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) subheading for digest
product; a short description; U.S. col. 1 rate of duty as of Jan. 1, 1990; U.S. production status as
of Jan. 3, 1985; and probable effects on U.S. imports and production

Article Probable

col. 1 produced in effects
rate of the United ~ on U.S.

HTS duty Stages ‘on imports/

subheading Short description (1/1/90) Jan. 3, 1985? production
Percent
ad valorem

0804.30.40 Fresh pineapple, in crates or packages.. 1.31¢/kg Yes [*%x]

. (3.0% AVE)

Description and uses.—Pineapple is widely grown in tropical regions throughout the world. The
bulk of pineapple grown in the world is traded internationally in the form of canned fruit or juice
(which has been processed near the growing area) rather than in the fresh form. However, fresh
pineapple trade has become much more popular given the advent of faster shipping (including air
shipments), and better handling in refrigerated ships.

I1I. U.S. market profile

Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1985-891

Percentage

change,

1988_over
Item 1985 1986 1987 1988 19852 1989
Producers (number)>.......vveeeeeerernnnnns 148 149 151 *151  * . *151
Employment (1,000 employees)........c.en... * “ y * 4 *
shipments (1,000 dollars)............. ve... *X73,000 *77,000 *72,000 *84,000 *5 - *86,000
Exports (1,000 dotlars)........coovvunnnnnn S77 1,317 1,991 2,202 S5 1,145
Imports (1,000 dollars)..... eererresacaaes 10,895 17,988 23,433 30,088 40 36,764
Consumption (1,000 dollars)................ *83,319 *93,671 *93,442 *111,886 *10 *121,619
Import to consumption ratio (percent)...... *13 *l9 *%5 *27 *ZZ *20
Capacity utilization (percent)............. (] (] (M M (@]

lrrade data for 1985-1988 were converted from the TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export

statistics to the HTS. Because of the fundamental difference between the HTS classification system
and the TSUSA/Schedule B, trade data for 1985-1988 may not be directly comparable with HTS trade
gata for 1989.

This figure represents the average annual rate of change during 1985-1988.

3Number of farms.

“Not available.

Comment.—Within the United States, fresh pineapple is grown mostly in Hawaii and to a lesser
degree in Puerto Rico on *151 farms or plantations. U.S. production of fresh pineapple grew from
*356 million to an estimated *415 mitlion pounds during 1985-89 as the U.S. market for fresh

pineapple has expanded sharply. The value of domestic production of fresh pineapple amounted to
about *$86 million in 1989.

U.S.-grown pineapple compete with imported fresh pineapple which come mainly from three CBERA-
eligible countries, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, and Honduras, where U.S. multinational
companies have established operations. Most U.S. imports of fresh pineapple are imported already
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packaged or in crates! rather than in bulk form (unpackaged).2 In 1989, for example, about 89

percent of the $41.3 million in U.S. fresh pineapple imports in all forms entered in the packaged
form, and about 11 percent in bulk containers.

U.S. imports of fresh pineapple in all forms have grown sharply from about 128 million pounds
in 1985 to about 217 million pounds in 1989, and imports of fresh pineapple in packages or crates
from 106 million to 184 million pounds. Imports of pineapple in packages or crates rose from about
$11 million to $37 million during 1985-89. Most of this growth took place because of higher
imports of packaged fresh pineapple from Costa Rica which increased from $4 million to $29 million,
respectively.

I11. GSP import situation, 1989

U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1989

Percent Percent ' Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports _imports imports consumption
1,000
dollars
| (=] <- 1 S 36,764 100 100 _*30
Imports from GSP countries:

Total .. ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiin.... 36,764 100 100 *30
CoSta RICA...vvveeeennononnnans 29,226 80 80 *24
Honduras......oceeeeeeennnnnnne 4,296 12 12 *4
Dominican Republic............. 3,048 8 4 *3

Yhere were no imports from Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru or Colombia.

Comment.—Virtually all U.S. imports of fresh pineapple in crates or packages come from Costa
Rica, Honduras, and the Dominican Republic, all CBERA-eligible countries.

Several large U.S. fruit companies have investments or marketing arrangements in pineapple
trade in these three countries. With fresh pineapple, rapid transportation and marketing to the
U.S. market are key competitive factors, and the location of these countries relative to the Eastern
U.S. market is an important basis to the competitive strength of these three countries.

lunder HTS subheading item 0804.30.40.
ZUnder HTS subheading 0804.30.20.



Digest No.

0804.30.40
IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers
Competitiveness indicators for Costa Rica for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989........iiiiiirrrriinerenennianenss I
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?................ Yes X_ No _
What is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?.........c.oieeninnnnnns High ___ Moderate ___ low _X
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the Short term?. .. ciiiiiiiiriiiiiteeieoreeronenesoncnacsasoccscasnanas P Yes X No __
Does the country have significant export markets b&mdes the _ .
United States?. .. .iiiiiriiiiieieieieiereeressetncosssacsoccsssonssaas ceeeeaes ... Yes ___ -No X
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export MarketsS?. . ..ovveieevrensnennnenannnneanens Ceeeieecananann .. Yes __ No X
What is the price elasticity of import supply?........c.oieiiin.. High ____ Moderate _X Low __
Price level compared with—
U.S. ProduCtS. e vttt iieieiettaencnasenoaroanacnacnanaanananens Above ___ Equivalent _X Below __
Other foreign products......ccecveereenecnnnnns eeteseetasanenan Above ____ Equivalent _X Below __
Quality compared with—
U.S. productsS....cviiiineiiiiieencceanens Ceestenaas erieseeenas Above ___ Equivalent _X Below __
Other foreign products.........cccevvvveen. Cettteicetasectenanen Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below __
Competitiveness indicators for Honduras for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989..... P Cereneens 2
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X No ___
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?....................eie. High ___ Moderate _. Low _X_
Can production in the country be easily expanded or cmtracted in
the short term?.......cooviviiniiiinnanns e et itiiiseeseriiesas it easetanannan Yes _X _
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
United States?......cciiiiiiiiiinienennnnnnenianas Cerrasesieanes Cereereneeans .. Yes __
Could exparts from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export markets?............ Certeeretericettasannenareanns eosecess YOS
What is the price elasticity of import supply?......... Cheesesasennn High ___ Moderate _X
Price level compared with— L )
U.S. products..... Ceeeteiiceasannaans e ieaes cesseneses.. Above - Equivalent _X Be —_
Other foreign products..........covvevienn feerrsieeeeieas ..... Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
Quality compared with— S
U.S. ProdUCtS..ccviuneeeecernnsssscrstssssecsnsssssnsssasssssss AbOVe Equivalent _X_ Below ___
Other foreign Products......oveiinireerrsrsreseersiocsnoconssss Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
Competitiveness indicators for Dominican Republic for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989................ Ceeieenniaeas ceees 3
Price elasticity: '
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes _X_ No ___
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?........................ High ___ Moderate ___ Low _X
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted in
LTI 4T o - o Yes X No ___
Does the country have signif lcant export markets besides the :
United States?. .. . it i i i i i ettt e Yes ___ No _X_
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export 11T = =N Yes ___ No _X_
What is the price elasticity of import supply?.......ccivivniennnnn. High ___ Moderate _X Low ___
Price level compared with— .
T o (o3 Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below ___
Other foreign Products...c.ceieiiieeertierreeeneerenreneeneanees Above ___ Equivalent _X Below ___
Quality compared with—
UeS. PrOGUCES .ttt eiteeeeeeneeaneraneenneraneeenesrncesannnss Above ___ Equivalent _X_Below ___
Other foreign Products. . .coeeeeiiiereiieiiniereeeeeerenecanenns Above ___ Equivalent _X Below
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1V. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers—Continued
Competitiveness indicators for all GSP countries and for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989......c..vviieiiinneiiiininnnenns N/A
Price elasticity: :
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?............... Yes X No ___
Wwhat is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?.............ccooiiiett. High ___ Moderate ___ Low _X_
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
iN the Short Lerm?. . iiieieieeeerreseensesetsasosensssosesosasssssacosscnssannas Yes X No ___
Does the country have significant export markets besides the -
United States?.....covveeeniienninnnnany e eesaeeeaanas N Yes _X_ No ___
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export markets?.............u0n.n eteieraeees Ceeresetcesesieatianes Yes _X_No
What is the price elasticity of import supply?...........cceiiiient, High _X Moderate ___ low ___
Price level compared with—
U.S. PrOGUCES. .t vietrinneeenieeeenssesaesasansesasnnsassaaanns Above ___ Equivalent _X Below ___
Other foreign ProduCtS......coiiiuiiiiieeieenrennnnncaosaanaans Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below ___
Quality compared with—
U.S. ProdUCES. v vvnireniiieeeeeeerasnnnnssensnsessossnsnacanns Above __ Equivalent _X Below
Other foreign produCtsS.......coiiiiiiiiineernenennsnoccasasnness Above ____ Equivalent _X_ Below

Comment.—Prior to 1981, Mexico had been the leading U.S. supplier of fresh pineapple, but
pesticide residue problems and other factors ended their dominance. Thereafter, Honduras and then
Costa Rica, took the lead. The granting in 1986 of duty-free CBERA status for Costa Rica, Honduras,
and the Dominican Republic, in addition to the extensive U.S. investment in these countries, has
solidified their hold over U.S. fresh pineapple imports. .

Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, and Colombia are not significant producer/exporters of fresh pineapple,
and only Colombia has exported these fruits to the United States during 1985-90. In 1985, Colombia

exported $155,000 worth of fresh pineapple to the United States, but thereafter its exports
declined.

The world's two largest producers of pineapple, Thailand and the Philippines, are GSP-eligible
countries, and process about two-thirds of their output into juice or canned pineapple and export
the remainder fresh. These two countries account for over three—quarters of world exports of canned
pineapple and pineapple juices. The Philippjnes, in 1988, exported about 350 million pounds of
fresh pineapple, mostly to Japan and the EC.” Thailand exports little fresh pineapple, tending to
process most into canned pineapple and juice which is then exported both to the United States and
elsewhere, particularly the EC and Japan. Thailand has exported fresh pineapple chiefly to Japan;
its fresh exports to_all countries amounted in 1987 to about 40 million pounds, but declined in 1988
to 3 million pounds. .

The price elasticity of domestic demand for fresh pineapple is believed to be quite low since
this fruit tends to be quite high-priced and specialized. Brand-name preference, and reliability of
supply or reputation of the fruit company would also tend to reduce changes in the quantity demanded
as a result of small changes in the price of the imported fruit.

V. Position of interested parties

Petitioner.—The petitioner is the Government of Colombia which indicated that GSP status would
not have a significant effect on the U.S. pineapple industry, but would assist the Colombian
industry and economy. According to the petitioner, Colombia produces pineapple in sizable amounts,
but the U.S. duty, transportation costs, and the competition from CBERA-eligible countries has
limited Colombian pineapple exports to the United States.

Opposition.—The Hawaii Board of Agriculture, the State of Hawaii Department of Agriculture,
indicated in a written submission that imports of pineapple from Colombia and Peru may have an
effect on the industry of the state of Hawaii. The board indicated that the amount of fresh
pineapple produced in Hawaii, “outweighs that imported from Colombia and Peru. Therefore, the
elimination of import duties on pineapple from these countries may have negligible impact."”

1USDA, FAS, “Canned Pineapple Situation," Horticultural Products Review, April 1988, p. 17.
2source: USDA, FAS, Fresh and Processed Pineapple Annual Report: Thailand, Apr. 3, 198%, pp. 2-6.
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The California State World Trade Commission (Commission) opposes gran.ing GSP status to
agricultural products sensitive to import competition. The Commission contends that the GSP program
was enacted by Congress to encourage industrial development, not agriculture. It is clear that new
GSP status for products sensitive to imports, the Commission states, could damage U.S. growers of
these products. Farm specialty products mentioned in the Commission's brief included roses,
tomatoes, asparagus, broccoli, cauliflower, grapes, oranges, strawberries, avocadoes, vegetables,
fruit, nuts, flowers, and foliage. The Commission states that using GSP to assist competing
agricuttural products is not an acceptable alternative for California agriculture. GSP benefits are
too far-reaching to be appropriately used to help the Andean nations. The economic hardship on
California‘s farm sector will far outweigh what tittle benefit realistically will accrue to the
Andean nations.

The American Farm Bureau Federation is opposed to granting GSP benefits to the requests of the
Andean countries under review because the Farm Bureau, representing over 3.8 million member”
families, has opposed GSP since it was adopted in 1974 on the grounds of opposing unilateral tariff
reductions without reciprocal tariff or trade concessions. As adopted by its voting delegates in
January 1990, the Farm Bureau called “for a return to adherence to the Most-Favored-Nation (MFN)
principle as a step in making GATT a viable organization for handling trade problems."

The Florida Farm Bureau Federation opposes granting GSP status to agricultural products because
it runs counter to the Most Favored Nation principles, appears to be counter productive to the U.S.
negotiating position in the Uruguay round under the GATT, and resources in recipient countries “tend
to be.allocated to the preferentially treated product and may actually hinder economic growth." The
Federation stated that GSP on additional agricultural products is inappropriate and damaging to U.S.
farmers because developing countries have an agriculture industry in place that has usually been
trained 'in the United States, using the latest technology and production techniques, often financed
by U.S. capital, and is highly competitive. i
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[Probable economic effect advice deleted.]
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HTS/TSUSA concordance and col.1 rates of duty, 1985-89
(Percent ad valorem)

HTS TSUSA item No. TSUSA/HTS col. 1 rate of duty
subheading (and allocation) 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
0804.30.40 - - - - 3.0%

148.93 (100%) 8.1% i 8.2% 12.3% 2.4% -

148.96 (100%) 5.6% 7.3% 5.2% 3.5% - -
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Digest Title: Fresh pineapples, in packages or crates
U.S. imports for consumption, principal sources, 1985-89

soyrce 1985 1986 1987 1988 _1989
VYalue (1,000 do}lars) -
Costa Rica.ceeeee 3,821 10,211 13,370 21,371 29,226
Honduras...coeeee 5,541 4,557 7,621 6,589 4,296
Dominican Rep.... . 1,088 - 2,043 1,845 1,970 3,048
Thailand...coceee 0 16 ] 21 99
Fr Polynesia..... o 0 o 1] @7
Ivory Coast...... 4 403 0 5 23
| 1573 U-7- YAU 19 116 83 111 22
Philippines...... [} o o (1] 3
Hadti..oeooveceece o o o o 1
Canada..ccococcee L3 0 0 ] [
Guatemala..ccoeee 185 398 100 13 (]
Panama...cccoccee 20 165 36 [} 0
Dominica..ceceeee 5 0 0 0 (/]
Martinique....... 3 0 0 0 0
Colombia..ceeccee 133 53 15 1 1]
All other.ceeeecee 71 26 _363 4 o
Total.......... 10,895 17,988 23,633 30,088 36,764
6SP Total 2/.. ____ 10,873 17,083 23,629 30,088 36,764
GSP#+4 2/c0cese 10,873 17,983 23:429 30,088 36,764
Percent
Costa Rica.seceee 35.1 56.8 57.1 71.0 79.5
Honduras...cccove 50.9 25.3 32.5 21.9 11.7
Dominican Rep.... 10.0 11.4 7.9 6.5 8.3
Thailand..c.ccc0o.e .0 .1 .0 .1 .3
Fr Polynesia..... .0 .0 .0 .0 .1
Ivory Coast...... )4 2.2 .0 Y 9 |
| -573 U7 YO .2 .6 .0 N P |
Philippines...... .0 .0 .0 .0 Y/
Haiti...oocoveeee .0 .0 .0 .0 Y
Canada....cocc0cee 1/ - .0 .0 .0 .0
Guatemala........ 1.7 2.2 N Y .0
Panama...cccceese .2 .9 .2 .0 .0
Dominica...cc00.. Y .0 .0 .0 .0
Martinique....... p Y4 .0 .0 .0 .0
Colombia...eeecee 1.2 .3 .1 Y .0
All other........ 4 o1 1.5 V4 0
Total.ceeooecee Joo.0 _Joo.0 joo.0 100.0 ]100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 99.8 _Joo.o 100,0 _ 100.0 100.0
GSP+4 2/.cccee 99.8 _Joo.0 100,0 J00.0 100.0

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent.

2/ These data include imports from Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from
these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Coamerce.
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Table II. 08043040
Digest Title: Fresh pineapples, in packages or crates
U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal markets, 1985-89
Market 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
Value (1,000 dollars)
Canada.c.coeeeess 183 304 406 601 879
Japan.eecsescccne - 9% 231 296 298 148
Mexico..ecvineenen - 10 19 7 31 51
United Kingdom... 9 47 172 234 3%
France..cccoeeees 4 53 37 31 16
Hong Kong..eeovve 24 45 150 93 7
Switzerland...... 9 2 6 1 [
Kuwait..coooooene : L3 29 78 66 2
Guatemala.ceeoooo 1 1/ 0 0 0
Belize..ccoeosees ] 1 3 ] 0
El Salvador...... Y/ 1/ 0 0 0
Honduras......... 1 1 1 0 0
Costa Rica....... 1/ 3 4 2 0
Panama....coccvee 12 21 23 2 0
Bermuda....cov0000 42 214 282 162 0
‘A1l other...ec... 185 246 526 681 0
Total...ceoeees 577 1,317 1,991 2,202 1,145
GSP Total 2/.. 157 _383 441 288 51
GSP+4 2/.eeeew 193 442 635 420 59
Percent
Canada..ceeeecess 31.7 23.1 20.4 27.3 76.8
JaPAN.cceecvionnns 16.4 17.6 14.9 13.5 13.0
Mexico.eeeceoccne 1.7 1.6 .3 1.4 4.5
United Kingdom... 1.5 3.6 8.6 10.6 3.0
France.....ceeees .8 4.0 1.9 1.4 1.4
Hong Kong...oe..e - 4,17 3.4 7.5 4.2 .6
Switzerland...... 1.5 .1 .3 1/ .6
Kuwait.ecoeooosone .7 2.2 3.9 3.0 1
Guatemala........ .1 1/ .0 .0 .0
Belize...oeveones .0 .1 .1 .0 .0
E1 Salvador...... 1/ p V4 .0 .0 .0
Honduras......... .1 .1 .1 .0 .0
Costa Rica....... 1/ .2 .2 .1 .0
Panama...cceeceee 2.1 1.6 1.1 .1 .0
Bermuda.....e0.0. 7.2 16.2 14.2 7.% .0
All other........ 32,1 26,3 26.% 30,9 20
Total....ooct.. 100.0 100,0 100.0 100,0 100.0
GSP Total 2/.. 27.2 29.0 22.2 13.1 4.5
33.5 33.5 31.9 19.1 5.1

1/ Less than $500 or less than 0.1 percent. :
2/ These data include exports to Chile and Paraguay. However, imports from

these countries are currently ineligible for GSP duty free treatment.

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown.

Source: Estimated from official statistics of ‘the U.S. Department of Commerce.

10



DIGEST NO. 0804.50.60

MANGOES AND GUAVAS, FRESH



Digest No.
0804.50.60

MANGOES AND GUAVAS, FRESH

I. Introduction

Mangoes and guavas, fresh: Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) subheading for digest product; a short
description; U.S. col. 1 rate of duty as of Jan. 1, 1990; U.S. production status as of Jan. 3, 1985;
and probable effects on U.S. imports and production .

Article Probable
Col. 1 produced in effects
rate of the United _on U.S.
HTS duty States on imports/
subheading Short description (1/1/90) Jan. 3, 19857 production
Percent
ad_valorem
0804.50.60 Guavas, mangoes, and mangosteens, 10.5% Yes [* * x]
fresh, entered from June 1 to
August 31

Description and uses.—This digest covers guavas, mangoes, and mangosteens marketed in the
fresh form when entered into the customs territory of the United States during the 92-day period
from June 1 to August 31, inclusive.

Guavas are any of several tropical American plants of the myrtle family bearing a yellowish,
round or pear—shaped edible fruit. The fruit generally ranges in size from that of a cherry to that
of an orange, consisting of a layer of fine granular flesh surrounding a soft pulp in which small
seeds are imbedded. Most guavas have a strong odor when ripe that, for many people, make them
abjectionable to eat as fresh fruit. Most guavas are prepared or preserved for use as dessert or
salad purposes, confection, jelly, dessert toppings, juice, and other products.

The mango is an oblong tropical fruit with thick rind, somewhat acid and juicy pulp, and a
single hard flattened stone that grows on a large, broadleafed, evergreen tree that is common in
many tropical regions; the fruit ranges in size from several ounces to several pounds. Mangoes
generally have a peach like flesh but their own distinctive flavor. Virtually all the mangoes

harvested commercially in the United States are from varieties developed in Florida for fruit of
" fresh-market quality. Ripe mangoes are used principally as fresh fruit, but some are marketed
canned or frozen. Unripe fresh mangoes are used in the preparation of a variety of spiced products.

Mangosteens are a small edible East Indian fruit somewhat like an orange, with a thick, )
reddish-brown rind and sweet, white, juicy, segmented pulp that grow on trees of the Saint Johnswort
family. Mangosteens are Like watermelons in that they are juicy and not filling. They can be eaten
with any meal and are used for production of juice, jelly, syrup, and canned fruit segments. There
js a very limited production or consumption of fresh mangosteens in the United States.



Digest No.

0804.50.60
1I. U.S, market profile
Profile of U.S. industry and market, 1985-89!
. Percentage
change,
1988 gver
Item 1985 1986 1987 1988 1985 1989
Producers (number)3............cvevvvvunnns **500  **500  *%5OQ  A%5QQ Wk **500
Employment (1,000 employees)............... “ ‘Y ) “ - %)
shipments (1,000 dollars).................. 4,400 “ * - “
Exports (1,000 dollars)®................... *%2 500 **2,500 **2,500 **2,500 **- 3,390
Imports (1,000 dollars).........cuuuuuennns 14,69 19,566 11,7 16,130 3 2,634
Consumption (1,000 dollars)..........cc.... () 21,466 (O] (4) - ()]
Import to consumption ratio (percent)...... ) 91 “ (99 - *
Capacity utilization (percent)............. %) %) 5 ¢ - ¢

Yrade data for 1985-1988 were converted from the TSUSA import statistics and Schedule B export
statistics to the HTS. Because of the fundamental difference between the HTS classification system
and the TSUgg/Schedule B, trade data for 1985-1988 may not be directly comparable with HTS trade
ata for 1989.
9'n'nis figure represents the average annual rate of change during 1985-1988.

3Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

“Not available.

5The level of exports during 1985-88 is estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade
Commissions as ranging from $2 million to $3 million annually, although separate data on fresh mango
8xports were not available prior to 1989.

Not applicable to fresh crops.

Comment.—Guavas and mangoes are grown commercially in Florida, California, Hawaii, and Puerto
Rico for fresh market sales and are generally harvested from April to September. The majority of
such production is mangos which are reported for Florida only; the remaining areas of production are
negligible. In 1986, the latest data available, mango production in Florida amounted to 22 million
pounds, valued at $4.4 million. The value of production is at the farm level and the value of
estimated exports for 1986 is at the f.a.s. packed product level, which has a higher unit value than
the farm level. In 1989, the first year for separate data on fresh mango exports, 88 percent of the
exports went to two markets—the Netherlands and the United Kingdom.



Digest No.

0804.50.60
III. GSP import situation, 1989
U.S. imports and share of U.S. consumption, 1989
Percent Percent Percent
of total of GSP of U.S.
Item Imports imports imports consumption
1,000 :
dollars
Total.lo oot 24,634 100 - ()
Imports from GSP countries: ‘ 5
=] <=1 24,634 100 100 )
MEXTCO. e eeeeaeeeeeens 23,739 96 % &
T 14 P 895 4 4 )

“Imports from Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru, and Colombia were negligible in 1989.
Not available.

Comment.—Mexico and Haiti are the chief competitive foreign suppliers in the U.S. market for
fresh mangoes during the June-August period, partly because of plant quarantine restrictions on
imports of fresh mangoes. Both Mexican and Haitian exporters have plant health programs for fresh
mango exports that are acceptable to the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The two countries are also
the principal suppliers on an annual basis, as illustrated by the following tabulation of imports
for 1989: '

Source Imports Share of Total
($1,000) ) (percent)
Mexico 37,042 88
Haiti 5,158 12
All other 20 Oy
Total 42,220 100

Imports of this digest, those during June to August, accounted for 58 percent of the total annual
imports in 1989. The current rate of duty for digest products entered during June-August is 8.27
cents per kilogram, equivalent to 10.5 percent of the value of imports entered in 1989. The rate of
duty for digest products entered in other months (from September-May) is also 8.27 cents per
kilogram, but such imports currently receive GSP benefits, except those from Mexico. The seasonal
break in tariff classification for the period June 1 to August 31 was established fo fresh mangoes
in 1982 for the purpose of granting GSP benefits when domestic production was "out—rf-season."

lless than 0.5 percent.
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IV. Competitiveness profiles, GSP suppliers
Competitiveness indicators for Mexico for all digest products
Ranking as a U.S. import supplier, 1989.............. Ceeeerireeenbeenaeans -
Price elasticity:
Can the U.S. purchaser easily shift among this and other suppliers?................ Yes ___ No _X
what is the price elasticity of U.S. demand?.......coovveennnnnnnnnns High ___ Moderate _X_low __
Can production in the country be easily expanded or contracted
in the Short Lerm?. ... ittt iiiiiirieneereenesessanenancasasasancesnnnnns Yes _X_ No __
Does the country have significant export markets besides the
United States?....civeiriiierinrneesnnsenscnasocesancsnsnnnes cececcsctecenneasses YOS No _X
Could exports from the country be readily redistributed among
its foreign export markets?................ovvuns ceneen S, Yes ___ No _X
What is the price elast1c1ty of import supply? ................. teenes High _X Moderate ___ Low __
Price level compared with—
U.S. ProduCtS. . cvveeeeeeanieerenensrsnnsenssnnessnnnnes veeseas.. Above ___ Equivalent ___ Below _X
Other foreign products........ccveeevencrnerenccacanns veesse... Above ____ Equivalent _X_ Below __
Quality compared with—
U.S. productS..cveeereerennnceronscannnnns Cieeesesrseseensnans . Above ___ Equivalent _X_ Below __
Other foreign pProducts......iceeiveeeeecreecsecrossascsssnasanes Above ___ <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>